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House of Representatives
The House met at 9 a.m. and was

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. ISAKSON).
f

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 20, 2000.

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHNNY
ISAKSON to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

J. DENNIS HASTERT,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed
with an amendment in which the con-
currence of the House is requested, a
bill of the House of the following title:

H.R. 4475. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Transportation and
related agencies for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the bill (H.R. 4475) ‘‘An Act making ap-
propriations for the Department of
Transportation and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2001, and for other purposes,’’ requests
a conference with the House on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and appoints Mr. SHELBY, Mr.
DOMENICI, Mr. SPECTER, Mr. BOND, Mr.
GORTON, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. CAMPBELL,
Mr. STEVENS, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
BYRD, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. REID, Mr.
KOHL, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. INOUYE, to
be the conferees on the part of the Sen-
ate.
f

MORNING HOUR DEBATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-

ary 19, 1999, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning hour debates. The Chair will
alternate recognition between the par-
ties, with each party limited to not to
exceed 25 minutes, and each Member,
except the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, or the minority whip, lim-
ited to not to exceed 5 minutes, but in
no event shall debate continue beyond
9:50 a.m.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oregon (Mr. BLUMENAUER) for 5
minutes.
f

PUTTING A FACE ON THE VICTIMS
OF GUN VIOLENCE

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
am proud to have spent my adult life in
public service, but one element that
disappoints me is the failure of our so-
ciety to address the critical problem of
reducing gun violence in our society.

Since I started my career, over 1 mil-
lion Americans have become victims to
gun violence. This is more than all the
Americans who have died in all the
battles since the Civil War.

One of the reasons, I think, that we
have failed to make progress in reduc-
ing this epidemic of gun violence is be-
cause we have failed to put a face on a
million victims. One of the things that
I would like to do, as a small contribu-
tion towards the reduction of this gun
violence, is to help put faces on those
victims. We cannot afford for them to
be anonymous.

Today I would like to spend a couple
of minutes talking about young Kevin
Imel. He was visiting a school mate
during spring vacation. The evening be-
fore, an 11-year-old friend had been
playing with his parents’ gun. The guns
were not safely stored. They did not
have trigger locks. They had bullets.
Kevin was not comfortable and would
not play with his friend and made it
clear to him.

The next morning as they were
watching Saturday cartoons, the friend
suggested again that they play with
this gun. Kevin was evidently forceful
in indicating that one should not play
with guns. It angered his 11-year-old
classmate, who went to his parents’
room while his mother was putting on
makeup, marched out of the room with
a rifle, announcing, ‘‘Kevin, you are
dead.’’

He fired a bullet that went through
Kevin’s shoulder. His little sister who
was there helped carry him to the car,
and Kevin bled to death on the way to
the hospital.

Kevin Imel’s parents are well-known
in my community. His mother is char-
acterized with courage and warmth,
who helps others by deed and leads by
example in terms of leadership of what
people in the disabled community can
do.

Lon, the father, was a labor leader.
He worked for our former colleague,
Congresswoman Elizabeth Furse, and
he too has been active in the commu-
nity. Their service is all the more
poignant, I think, because their son
Kevin today is a series of warm memo-
ries and a life tragically cut short rath-
er than growing into adulthood and
being productive and carrying forward
himself.

It is time for America to remember
the Kevin Imels of this world, to put a
face on those million victims. I do
think that it is time for our friends in
the Republican leadership in this Con-
gress to allow us to deliberate on items
that would reduce gun violence. For al-
most a year now, the conference com-
mittee on juvenile crime has not met.
The provisions that have passed the
Senate, three simple common sense
provisions that would help reduce gun
violence, that are supported by the
overwhelming majority of the Ameri-
cans and indeed of American gun own-
ers, have not been deliberated. It is
time for the Republican leadership to
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honor the memory of people like Kevin
Imel, allow us to deliberate, allow us to
put these into action, allow us to help
make sure that those million people
who have died to gun violence have not
died in vain.
f

IN HONOR OF ASIAN PACIFIC
ISLANDER VETERANS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from
Guam (Mr. UNDERWOOD) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise this morning to recognize the con-
tributions of Asian and Pacific Island
veterans. Tomorrow, President Clinton
will be presenting this Nation’s highest
military award for valor, the Congres-
sional Medal of Honor, to 21 Asian
American veterans who previously won
the Distinguished Service Cross.

President Clinton approved the
Army’s recommendations for the up-
grades this past May. Nineteen of the
twenty-one veterans were members of
the all-Japanese 100th Infantry Bat-
talion, or 442nd Regimental Combat
Team. For their size, it was amongst
the most highest decorated units in
U.S. military history. Members of this
noble unit earned an amazing number
of decorations, 18,000 individual decora-
tions, including one wartime Medal of
Honor, 53 Distinguished Service
Crosses, 9,486 Purple Hearts and 7 Pres-
idential Unit Citations, the Nation’s
top award for combat units.

The upgrading of the medals stems
from efforts made by Senator DANIEL
AKAKA of Hawaii, who authored the
provision in the 1996 Defense Author-
ization Act mandating a review of the
service records of Asian Pacific Ameri-
cans who received the Distinguished
Service Cross.

The recommendation by Secretary of
the Army Louis Caldera, and the subse-
quent order by President Clinton,
serves to correct the injustice of racial
discrimination that was prevalent
against Asian Pacific Americans dur-
ing World War II. Many of the Japanese
Americans who served in the 442nd vol-
unteered from internment camps,
where their families had been relocated
at the outbreak of the war. These men
fought in 8 major campaigns in Italy,
France and Germany, including battles
at Monte Cassino, Anzio and
Biffontaine. Despite the ferocity of the
fighting they endured and the degree of
bravery exhibited by these men, the
climate of racism precluded many from
due recognition of their actions under
fire. Tomorrow’s White House cere-
mony will finally redress this past
wrong.

One of those honored for valor is Sen-
ator DANIEL INOUYE who distinguished
himself when leading his platoon
against the enemy at San Terenzo on
April 21, 1945. Though hit in the abdo-
men by a bullet that came out his back
and barely missed his spine, he contin-

ued to lead the platoon and advanced
alone against a machine gun nest that
had pinned down his men.

He tossed two hand grenades with
devastating effect before his right arm
was shattered by a German rifle gre-
nade at close range, according to the
senatorial bio. INOUYE threw his last
grenade with his left hand, attacked
with a submachine gun, and was finally
knocked down the hill by a bullet in
the leg.

After 20 months in Army hospitals,
INOUYE returned home as a captain
with a Distinguished Service Cross, the
Nation’s second highest award for mili-
tary valor, the Bronze Star Medal, Pur-
ple Heart with oak leaf cluster and 12
other medals and citations, and of
course he now has a distinguished ca-
reer in the other body.

Many of these names which I will
enter into the RECORD will add to the
Pantheon of true American heroes,
names like Hajiro, Hayashi,
Kobashigawa, Ono, Wai and Davila, add
to the great tradition of American
military history, and it should be
noted, and I have noted here in my ex-
tended remarks, that these men en-
dured, along with many other Asian
Pacific Islanders during the war, a cli-
mate of racism that continued to per-
severe, and made their contributions in
a number of combat units throughout
the war, men from Pacific Islands like
American Samoa and Guam, people
who served in the Philippine armed
services under the American flag, and,
of course, many who joined the regular
armed forces of the U.S. and who were
limited to service and transportation
units.

The other soldiers who will be honored are:
Staff Sgt. (later 2nd Lt.) Rudolph B. Davila,
Pvt. Barney F. Hajiro, Pvt. Mikio Hasemoto
(posthumous), Pvt. Joe Hayashi, Pvt. Shizuya
Hayashi, Tech. Sgt. Yeiki Kobashigawa, Staff
Sgt. Robert T. Kuroda (posthumous), Pfc.
Kaoru Moto (posthumous), Pfc. Kiyoshi K.
Muranaga (posthumous), Pvt. Masato Nakae
(posthumous), Pvt. Shinyei Nakamine (post-
humous), Pfc. William K. Nakamura (post-
humous), Pfc. Joe M. Nishimoto (post-
humous), Sgt. (later Staff Sgt.) Allan M.
Ohata, Tech. Sgt. Yukio Okutsu, Pfc. Frank H.
Ono (posthumous), Staff Sgt. Kazuo Otani
(posthumous), Pvt. George T. Sakato, Tech.
Sgt. Ted T. Tanouye (posthumous), and Capt.
Francis B. Wai (posthumous).

In honoring the heroism of these Asian Pa-
cific veterans, I am reminded of the sacrifices
of all our minority veterans. Today, several
weeks after Memorial Day, I would like to take
a few moments to talk about the tens of thou-
sands of minority Americans who set aside
political, economic and social disenfranchise-
ment, to answer the call to arms against the
forces of tyranny.

Minorities have served in the American mili-
tary since the early days of the republic and
valiantly fought in every major engagement in-
cluding the Civil War, Spanish-American War,
WWI, WWII, Korea, Vietnam and the Persian
Gulf.

The moment of truth for most minority vet-
erans was solidly demonstrated in WWII. Un-
daunted by discrimination and racism, they en-

deavored to serve their country. In the begin-
ning of the war, many minority servicemen
were relegated to serve only in ‘‘rear echelon’’
positions or support positions during the war.
They served as munitions men, truck drivers,
cooks, stewards, and in cleaning and repair
details. I am reminded of Uncle ‘‘Bob’’ Lizama,
a native son of Guam who served in the U.S.
Navy as a steward. His naval career spanned
over 30 years including service in three major
wars.

Minorities also labored in the factories and
farms throughout the United States working to-
wards the war effort. In many cases, when in
combat zones, the men in these positions
manned weapons and fought honorably side-
by-side with white soldiers and sailors during
furious engagements.

Later in the war, after tremendous lobbying
efforts by minority civic leaders, combat units
were established for minority populations.
These brave men and women came from all
walks of life but were bound by a love of the
principles of duty to God and country. They
lived in a separate component of American so-
ciety that was defined by an unfortunate cli-
mate of prejudice. African-Americans, His-
panics, native Hawaiians, Chamorros,
Samoans, Asian Americans, Filipinos, Amer-
ican Indians, and Native Alaskans all served
honorably in many capacities with the U.S.
military to combat the hegemonic forces of
Germany, Italy and Japan.

In segregated units, often led by white offi-
cers, these noble men distinguished them-
selves in combat and proved to the entire na-
tion that they too were willing to lay down their
lives for freedom. The Tuskegee Airmen, the
famed 442nd Regimental Combat Team, the
100th Infantry Battalion, the Navaho Code-
Talkers, the U.S. Navy’s Fita Fita Guard (a
U.S. Navy auxiliary unit in American Samoa),
the 1st Samoan Battalion, U.S. Marine Corps,
and the Guam Combat Patrol (a U.S. Marine
Corps auxiliary unit in Guam) are just a few of
the organizations where minorities fought val-
iantly in some of the most difficult combat as-
signments anywhere in World War II.

After WWII, President Harry S. Truman de-
segregated the U.S. military. Beginning with
the Korean war, minority soldiers, sailors, and
airmen have fought alongside with all Ameri-
cans. Recently, Congress passed a resolution
honoring all of America’s minority veterans. I
am very pleased to have worked with both
Representative SHEILA JACKSON-LEE and Sen-
ator EDWARD KENNEDY to ensure that the Pa-
cific Islanders were represented in the resolu-
tion’s text.

Mr. Speaker, in light of the level of dedica-
tion, sacrifice and honor, that minority vet-
erans displayed while serving in our nation’s
military, we must in every way possible ensure
that any past instance of wholesale discrimina-
tion be addressed and corrected. In this light
it may be prudent to have legislation that es-
tablishes a commission to ensure that minority
veterans during the Korean and Vietnam con-
flicts were not denied awards for valor on ac-
count of the color of their skin or on the basis
of their national origin. At the beginning of the
21st Century, we should conclusively and ex-
haustively rectify as many of these past racial
injustices so that we can finally proceed for-
ward in unity and in the spirit of brotherhood.
The noble sacrifices of our forbearers who
fought valiantly for our freedom should never
go unrecognized, nor be tarnished by societal
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ignorance. We, the benefactors of their sac-
rifice owe them at least that much.
f

THE REPUBLICAN PRESCRIPTION
DRUG PROPOSAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. BROWN) is recognized during morn-
ing hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the last couple of weeks have produced
some of the most spectacular propa-
ganda we have seen here in some time.
It relates to the Republicans Medicare
prescription drug proposal. First
PHRMA, the drug industry and pre-
scription drug manufacturers’ lobbying
group, launched an advertising cam-
paign in the newspaper Roll Call and
other papers claiming that a plan like
the Republican proposal could cut
prices by 30 to 39 percent.

By expressing their exuberant sup-
port for this plan and its alleged re-
sults, the drug industry as much as
said it can comfortably weather price
cuts in the 30 to 39 percent price range.
If that is the case, the drug industry
should do us all a favor and simply
make the cuts in price. It is a lot easier
than requiring seniors to go into a pre-
scription drug coverage market that
does not exist to purchase a stand-
alone product that cannot stand alone.

The second wave of rhetoric came
yesterday when Chairman THOMAS an-
nounced the GOP prescription drug
plan which relies on private insurers to
offer individual prescription drug cov-
erage saying it would cut prices twice
as much as the Democrats Medicare
based plan. If only it were true. The
Congressional Budget Office said the
Republican drug plan may cut costs by
25 percent, not through lower prices
but by restricting access to medically
necessary drugs.

It is an important division. I will say
it again. The Republican plan saves
money not by miraculously convincing
drug companies to lower their prices
but instead by limiting access for sen-
ior citizens to medically necessary pre-
scription drugs. It cuts costs by de-
creasing the value of the prescription
drug benefit. The insurers win, the
drug companies win, the government
wins but senior citizens lose.

The Republican plan gives insurance
companies carte blanche to do what
they are doing today, that is, put price
tags on treatment decisions and deny
coverage for medically necessary treat-
ment. Sound familiar? The President’s
plan is explicit in requiring coverage,
on the other hand, for any medically
necessary drug prescribed by a doctor,
which makes sense given it is the doc-
tor, not the insurer, who should be and
is making medical decisions and who is
actually treating the patient.

The Republican plan guarantees
nothing other than assistance for low
income seniors. Prescription drugs,
however, are not just a low income
problem. Seniors who thought they

were financially secure are watching
their savings go straight into the pock-
ets of drug makers. Some of my col-
leagues are trying to tell seniors that
there will be a choice of reliable, af-
fordable private prescription drug in-
surance plans available to them. Based
on what? Certainly not history. Even
the insurance industry is balking at
the idea. It says something that insur-
ers do not sell prescription drug cov-
erage on a stand-alone basis today,
even to young and to healthy individ-
uals. That is because it does not make
sense.

Medicare is reliable. Medicare is a
large enough insurance program to ac-
commodate the risks associated with
prescription drug coverage. Individual
stand-alone prescription drug policies
are not.

Some in this body are actually trying
to convince seniors who stand firmly
behind Medicare that expanding the
current benefit package is less effi-
cient, more onerous, than manufac-
turing a new bureaucracy, as the Re-
publican plan does, and conjuring up a
new insurance market. Seniors are
simply too smart for that.

I do not want to ask seniors in my
district and across the country to rely
on a market that does not want the
business to provide a benefit not suited
to stand-alone coverage to a population
that, let us face it, has never been
served well by the private insurance
market.

I do not want seniors in my district
and across the country to be coerced
into managed care plans in order to
avoid dealing with three different in-
surance plans, with Medicare, with
Medigap and with individual prescrip-
tion drug coverage.

I do not want seniors in my district
or across the country to receive a let-
ter from their employer telling them
that their retiree prescription drug
coverage has been terminated on the
premise, quote, that the government is
offering private insurance now.

I do not want to forsake volume dis-
counts and economies of scale by seg-
menting the largest purchasing pool in
this country, and then waste trust fund
dollars on insurance company margins,
on insurance company market ex-
penses, on insurance company huge ex-
ecutive salaries.

I do not think the individual health
insurance market is a reasonable
model for Medicare prescription drug
benefits. In fact, as anyone who has
had to purchase or sale coverage in
that market knows the individual
health insurance market is not even a
good model for individual health insur-
ance. It is the poster child for selection
problems, for rate spirals and for insur-
ance scams.

The very fact that the drug industry
backs Citizens for a Better Medicare
supports the private plan approach is a
giant strike against it. The drug indus-
try and their puppet organization
clearly feel that undercutting seniors’
collective purchasing power, relegating

seniors to private stand-alone prescrip-
tion drug plans, is the key, underscore
this, is the key to preserving discrimi-
natory monopolistically set out-
rageously high prices.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that Members of
this Congress read the fine print when
we decide these Medicare prescription
drug bills.
f

RESOLUTION OF KASHMIR ISSUE
MUST INCLUDE THE KASHMIRI
PANDITS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, in re-
cent years the United States and the
world community have been forced to
confront the need for a resolution of
the conflict in Kashmir. This conflict
in the Himalayan Mountains has for
decades poisoned relations between
India and Pakistan.

The conflict has also poisoned life
within Kashmir itself. People from all
ethnic and religious groups have suf-
fered from the violence, be they Hindu,
Muslim or Sikh, but the most forgot-
ten victims have been the Pandits.

Recently, it was reported by the
Indo-American Kashmir forum that
Karl Inderfurth, the U.S. Assistant
Secretary of State for South Asia, reit-
erated the view that Pandits should
not be ignored in upcoming discussions
of the Kashmir issue. In a meeting with
the National Advisory Council on
South Asia at the State Department
earlier this month, Mr. Inderfurth ac-
knowledged that the U.S. has not al-
ways mentioned the Pandits in its
statements on the Kashmir, but as-
sured the Council that the displaced
status of the Pandits is a matter of
concern to the United States.

As a U.S. official who has frequently
sought to give more attention to the
plight of the Pandits, I am encouraged
by Mr. Inderfurth’s recent statement. I
will urge our State Department to con-
tinue to draw attention to the suf-
fering that the Pandits have endured
and continue to endure in its state-
ments on the Kashmir issue.

I have also called for the U.N. and
international organizations to devote
greater attention to what I consider a
case of ethnic cleansing that is afflict-
ing the Kashmiri Pandit community.

Mr. Speaker, India’s Prime Minister
Vajpayee has indicated that his gov-
ernment would be willing to meet with
Kashmiri groups to address their con-
cerns but the prime minister has
stressed that Pakistan should not have
any role in this dialogue, which is in
fact an internal matter for India.

Some of these separatist elements
within Kashmir, the same organiza-
tions involved in the terrorism that
has uprooted the Pandit community,
are clearly working to promote greater
Pakistani involvement in this process.
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Mr. Speaker, there is overwhelming
evidence of Pakistani support for the
continued terror campaign in Jammu
and Kashmir. Indeed, Pakistani in-
volvement and terrorist activities in
Kashmir has been acknowledged by our
State Department and a Congression-
ally appointed advisory panel has rec-
ommended that Pakistan be designated
as the government that is not fully co-
operative against terrorism.

The Pakistani government itself has
at least tacitly acknowledged, under
heavy international pressure, that it
must take action to curb the network
of militants that has taken root on its
soil. The one aspect of this tragedy
that frequently is overlooked is the
plight of the Hindu community of this
region, the Kashmiri Pandits. As I have
gotten to know the Kashmiri American
community, and hearing about the sit-
uation facing the Pandits, I have been
increasingly outraged not only at the
terrible abuses they have suffered but
at the seeming indifference of the
world community. At the same time, I
am impressed by the dignity and the
determination that the Kashmiri
Pandits have maintained despite their
horrible conditions, and I am touched
by the deep concern that the Kashmiri
Americans feel for their brothers and
sisters living in Kashmir in the refugee
centers set up in India to accommodate
the Pandits driven from their homes in
the Kashmir Valley.

Mr. Speaker, in the great inter-
national debates that we have, it is
sometimes all too easy to overlook the
so-called small problem of one per-
secuted ethnic group, but I hope that
the United States and India, as the
world’s two largest democracies, will
show determination to finally address
this humanitarian catastrophe in an ef-
fective and humane way.
f

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the Chair de-
clares the House in recess until 10 a.m.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 21 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess
until 10 a.m.
f

b 1000

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. THORNBERRY) at 10 a.m.
f

PRAYER

The Reverend Ken L. Day, Level
Cross United Methodist Church,
Randleman, North Carolina, offered the
following prayer:

Most Holy Lord God, You have cre-
ated and designed us for intimate fel-
lowship with You, one another, and all
Your creation. We acknowledge that
You are the giver of all good and per-
fect gifts we are endowed with for this
fellowship to be realized. We also ac-

knowledge that You continually
present us with opportunities to exer-
cise these gifts and abilities. These rep-
resentatives, staffs, and aides have as-
sembled here this day to freely exercise
these gifts and abilities in service to
You and our country.

We confess that we have not always
exercised these gifts and abilities faith-
fully. We have occasionally allowed
selfish desires and personal agendas to
cloud our visions and influence our ac-
tions. Forgive us, Lord, when we fail to
esteem others higher than ourselves.
And in forgiving us, allow us continued
opportunities to serve You, one an-
other, and our country. In Christ’s holy
name we pray, amen.
f

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the
last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LINDER led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

WELCOME TO THE REVEREND KEN
L. DAY

(Mr. COBLE asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
you for the privilege to recognize our
guest pastor today who is from my dis-
trict. He serves the Level Cross United
Methodist Church in Level Cross,
North Carolina. I said to him yester-
day, ‘‘I address my minister as Preach-
er. Ken, are you comfortable with that
endearing title?’’

He said, ‘‘That is an ascribed title,
not earned. I like it.’’

So, Preacher, it is good to have you
with us here today. Your family is in
the gallery. I know your parishioners
are watching today.
f

SAFEGUARDING SECRETS

(Mr. FOLEY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, my mother
makes a great carrot cake. For genera-
tions the recipe has been a guarded se-
cret. In fact, the recipe to our family’s
carrot cake is probably more secure
than this country’s nuclear secrets.
However, based on the lack of concern
from the Vice President, you would not

think our national security was a
major issue. The Vice President has
had no problem taking credit for dis-
covering Love Canal, inspiring the
novel ‘‘Love Story,’’ inventing the
Internet, and just last week he took
credit for the strength of our economy.
But when this administration has re-
peated security lapses, putting our citi-
zens at risk, he is nowhere to be found.

The Vice President and the other side
of the aisle have spent most of their
time and energy on this floor worried
about political attacks when instead
we should be concerned about defend-
ing this Nation from nuclear attacks.
f

INTERNATIONAL ABDUCTION

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to continue in my efforts to
bring to light the problem of inter-
national child abduction. Every day
possible I have come to the House floor
to deliver a 1-minute on the issue and
including in that 1-minute the story of
an individual child. Today I will tell
you about Benjamin Eric Roche.

Benjamin was abducted when he was
3 years old by his mother Suzanne
Riley and taken to Germany. Ms. Riley
had physical custody of Benjamin at
that time, but both she and his father,
Mr. Ken Roche, shared joint custody.
Under the Hague Convention, a Ger-
man court ordered Benjamin to be re-
turned to the United States in August
of 1993.

Mr. Roche had not heard from his ex-
wife or his son until February 1, 2000,
when Ms. Riley initiated contact with
him. However, since that contact, Mr.
Roche has once again not heard from
her or his son.

Mr. Speaker, there are 10,000 other
children who are in the same shoes as
Benjamin. They have been kidnapped
across international borders. We must
continue to work to make sure that
they are returned. We must bring our
children home.
f

PRESCRIPTION DRUG CHOICES

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, last year
a 75-year-old woman in Las Vegas had
to let her homeowners insurance policy
lapse just to pay for her prescription
heart medicine. Tragically her home
was destroyed in the floods that rav-
aged the Las Vegas valley last year as
well.

Mr. Speaker, such a tragedy should
never have been allowed to happen.
This Congress has an opportunity to
provide a voluntary, affordable and ac-
cessible Medicare drug benefit plan to
all our Nation’s seniors. The House bi-
partisan prescription drug plan will
solve this very serious problem cur-
rently facing our Nation’s seniors.
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With this plan, senior citizens will no
longer have to choose between food,
shelter and medication. Instead, the
only choice they will have to make is
which prescription plan best meets
their individual needs.

I urge my colleagues to support the
House bipartisan prescription drug
plan. It is the fair thing to do, but,
more importantly, it is the right thing
to do.
f

OIL COMPANIES REPORT RECORD
PROFITS IN WAKE OF RISING
GASOLINE PRICES

(Mr. KUCINICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, as gaso-
line prices throughout the United
States go from $2 a gallon and even to-
wards $3 a gallon, I think it is instruc-
tive for this Congress to review the
profits of the major oil companies even
before this round of increases in the
price of gas.

Listen to this, the profit increases
over the last year: Texaco, 473 percent
increase in profit. Phillips Petroleum,
257 percent increase in profit. Conoco,
371 percent increase in profit. Chevron,
291 percent increase in profit. BP
Amoco, 296 percent increase in profit.

I do not know of anyone in America
who is getting a raise of a few hundred
percent. The American people are
struggling to survive and the oil com-
panies are ripping them off. We need a
windfall profits tax. We need to make
sure that there is some balance
brought back in this economy. It is
time to go after the oil companies.
f

INTRODUCTION OF RESOLUTION
EXPRESSING CONCERN FOR
WELL-BEING OF CITIZENS IN-
JURED IN MEXICO

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to commend my colleague the
gentleman from California (Mr.
HUNTER) for sponsoring a resolution
that expresses the concern of the Con-
gress for the safety and well-being of
United States citizens injured while
traveling in Mexico and calls for the
President to begin negotiations with
the government of Mexico to establish
a humanitarian exemption to that
country’s exit bond requirements.

No American should have to live
through the nightmare faced by Mi-
chael and Lorraine Andrews, a couple
from my congressional district, on a
recent trip to Mexico. What was sup-
posed to be a peaceful vacation cruise
became a life-and-death situation after
a serious car accident required Mi-
chael’s immediate transfer to the
United States to receive adequate med-
ical treatment for a spinal cord injury.
The Andrews couple was delayed by

Mexican authorities and had to pay off
several individuals in order to board
the plane to head home.

Humanitarian considerations should
be allowed to supersede any regulatory
bond that may delay an American’s de-
parture to receive proper medical care
so that emergencies like that of Mi-
chael and Lorraine Andrews will be
prevented in the future.
f

POLITICAL CORRECTNESS RULES
AT SUPREME COURT

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. The Supreme
Court says pornography is okay and it
is okay to burn the flag, that Com-
munists can work in our defense
plants, that it is okay to teach witch-
craft in our schools and that it is okay
for our students to write papers about
the devil.

But the Supreme Court says it is ille-
gal to write papers about Jesus, it is il-
legal to pray in school, and now the
Supreme Court says it is even illegal to
pray before a football game.

Beam me up. I thought the founders
intended to create a Supreme Court,
not the Supreme Being. Think about
that statement.

I yield back a Supreme Court that is
so politically correct they are down-
right stupid, so stupid they could
throw themselves at the ground and
miss.
f

SUPPORT LINDER–COLLINS
AMENDMENT TO VA–HUD APPRO-
PRIATIONS BILL

(Mr. LINDER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in support of an amendment the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS)
and I plan to offer later today to the
VA–HUD appropriations bill. The
amendment would simply ensure that
Federal, State and local governments
do not waste precious taxpayer dollars
on air quality standards that have been
rendered unenforceable by a Federal
appeals court.

This would not be the first time the
Congress has done this. In 1998, the
105th Congress passed TEA–21 which in-
cluded language that extended the des-
ignation time line for a year because
the matter was in court. That time line
has now run out. Two hundred ninety-
seven Members of this House supported
that language. This change recognized
both the burdens placed on States and
localities by these standards and the
need to stop any process that would
interfere with litigation surrounding
the standards.

The gentleman from Georgia and I
bring our amendment before the House
today in the same spirit. We have no
interest in preventing reasonable clean
air standards from being enforced. We

just want to make sure that the Su-
preme Court has an opportunity to rule
in the case first. Continue the congres-
sional tradition of holding harmless
our constituents while the lawyers and
bureaucrats debate the merits of pol-
icy. Support the Linder-Collins amend-
ment today.
f

SUPPORT HATE CRIMES
PREVENTION ACT

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I would think that America
would want its leadership to make the
right kind of statement to the world. I
do not know why we have not been able
to pass the Hate Crimes Prevention
Act of 1999, and now 2000. The other
body vigorously debated Senator KEN-
NEDY’s legislation yesterday and today
they vote. I think it is very important
that today the Senate takes the first
step to tell the world that America ab-
hors hatred.

Just yesterday, I met with the rel-
atives of James Byrd, Jr., and they
told me that even today people are
desecrating on his grave, trying to in-
timidate the community. Hate crimes
are not individualized. It is a state-
ment that says, We don’t like you be-
cause you’re different. Because you’re
African American, Hispanic, you’re a
woman, you are disabled, you have a
different life-style, you are Asian, you
practice your religion differently.

Can America not come under the um-
brella of the Statue of Liberty that en-
couraged all of us to come to this free
land? It is important that we stand up
as legislators and denounce hatred in
this Nation by voting for the Hate
Crimes Prevention Act of 1999 and 2000.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded it is against the
rules of the House to urge action in the
other body.
f

PRESIDENT’S SCHOOL REFORM
TOUR NEEDS GEOGRAPHY LESSON

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker,
President Clinton has often used bus
tours and the like to promote his latest
proposals for new government pro-
grams. As you recall, his most notable
tour advocated the First Lady’s mas-
sive Federal health care plan. The
President’s latest road trip involves his
school reform tour which will take him
to four different cities in the United
States. But before the President leaves
for his tour, he may want to consult
with a geography teacher. Apparently,
the President’s first official school re-
form tour website showed the State of
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Kentucky relocated to the area cur-
rently known as Tennessee. The White
House, justifiably embarrassed by the
incident, has corrected its website.
However, it begs the question, should a
White House that cannot even cor-
rectly identify which States are which
be mapping out key education reforms
that will affect our children? This con-
cerns me and it should concern the
American people.
f
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AMENDMENT TO VA/HUD BILL TO
PREVENT EPA MOVING FOR-
WARD ON DESIGNATION OF NEW
NONATTAINMENT AREAS

(Mr. COLLINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, when a
lower court ruled in 1999 against new
Federal air standards, reasonable per-
sons expected the EPA to delay further
implementation of the standards until
the Supreme Court ruled on the agen-
cy’s appeal.

Instead, the EPA is pushing forward
with rules that force State and local
governments across the country to
spend thousands of dollars to comply
with new invalid standards.

To stop this waste of taxpayer
money, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. LINDER) and I will offer an amend-
ment to VA/HUD later today which
will prevent the EPA from moving for-
ward with the designation of new non-
attainment areas until such time as
the Supreme Court makes a decision.

State and local governments could
better use their resources to help their
communities to comply with the rules
that may never become legally enforce-
able.

Our amendment is simple. It does not
affect existing air quality standards,
nor does it render judgment on the new
standards. It only requires EPA to
postpone further action until the Su-
preme Court issues a final ruling.

It is common sense to postpone the
designation process until we are cer-
tain that it will not be a huge waste of
Federal, State and local resources.
f

LOS ALAMOS LEAKS

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the Found-
ing Fathers saw a national security as
the very first duty of government.
First amongst the powers given to Con-
gress is the power to provide for the
common defense. The first duty listed
for the President is to be Commander
in Chief of the Army and Navy of the
United States.

National security is a very serious
matter; and when nuclear secrets are
lost, our national safety is threatened.
Then why have we seen repeated secu-
rity breaches at the Los Alamos Na-
tional Laboratory?

Dr. Wen Ho Lee is still in jail await-
ing trial for mishandling secret data a
year ago. When that happened, Energy
Secretary Richardson opposed new se-
curity measures, insisting that he
wanted to be in charge and that he
could handle the security himself.

Clearly, he has failed to do that.
Some think we have better security at
Wal-Mart than we do in Los Alamos.
Richardson blamed the University of
California, but even his director of
counterintelligence says we cannot
rule out espionage.

If the Secretary of Energy cannot
provide security for our Nation’s top
nuclear secrets, the President needs to
find someone who can.
f

LAX SECURITY AT LOS ALAMOS
NATIONAL LABORATORY

(Mr. VITTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. VITTER. Mr. Speaker, last year,
following disturbing reports of lax se-
curity at the Los Alamos National
Laboratory, the Congress passed and
the President signed a law creating an
Under Secretary for national security
at the Department of Energy. This new
position was created to strengthen se-
curity at our labs. Now Secretary Rich-
ardson objects to filling this post; and
as a previous speaker said, he specifi-
cally took personal responsibility for
security.

Now we know of another massive se-
curity breach at the lab. But is Sec-
retary Richardson taking personal re-
sponsibility for these lapses occurring
on his watch? Nope, not a chance. He
has found a scapegoat in the University
of California.

Madam Speaker, UC does have a con-
tract to manage the lab, but responsi-
bility for security lies with the Sec-
retary.

Mr. Speaker, blaming the University
of California for the security break-
down at the lab is like the captain of
the Titanic blaming the head waiter
for the iceberg. Of course, the captain
did not; he took responsibility and
went down with the ship. It is time for
the Secretary of Energy to do the same
and resign.
f

SUPPORTING LEGISLATION CALL-
ING FOR APOLOGY FOR SLAV-
ERY

(Ms. MCKINNEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. MCKINNEY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to support and cosponsor the
legislation of the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL) that calls for an apology for
slavery. I have heard the snickers, the
snide comments, the perplexed faces
from Members baffled by the gentle-
man’s quest for justice. I think we all
need to check ourselves.

This great Nation of ours did some-
thing terribly wrong during its in-
fancy: I was written out of its Con-

stitution, and it turned its head on
slavery. And when our country actu-
ally saw itself for the first time in a
mirror, its response was to proclaim
that the black man had no rights that
a white man was bound to respect.

It took a second look, however, and
began to exorcise its demons; that is
what reparations to Native Americans,
Holocaust victims, and Japanese Amer-
icans was all about. Sadly, nobody
thought about me. Yet an unarmed
black man can be murdered on the
streets of America and no one blinks
an eye.

Innocent black men disappear to
death row. Crack cocaine dumped into
our neighborhoods. Malcolm X and Dr.
Martin Luther King, Jr., murdered in
conspiracies.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr. HALL)
is trying to close these wounds, not re-
open them.
f

NONCOMMERCIAL BROADCASTING
FREEDOM OF EXPRESSION ACT
OF 2000
Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 527 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 527
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 4201) to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 to clarify the
service obligations of noncommercial edu-
cational broadcast stations. The bill shall be
considered as read for amendment. The
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Commerce now printed in the bill shall be
considered as adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill, as
amended, and on any further amendment
thereto to final passage without intervening
motion except: (1) one hour of debate on the
bill, as amended, equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Commerce;
(2) a further amendment in the nature of a
substitute printed in the Congressional
Record pursuant to clause 8 of rule XVIII, if
offered by representative Markey of Massa-
chusetts or his designee, which shall be con-
sidered as read and shall be separately debat-
able for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent;
and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. HALL), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 527 is
a fair rule providing for consideration
of H.R. 4201, the Noncommercial Broad-
casting Freedom of Expression Act of
2000. H. Res. 527 provides 1 hour of gen-
eral debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
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minority member of the Committee on
Commerce.

The rule provides that the amend-
ment recommended by the Committee
on Commerce now printed in the bill
shall be considered as adopted. In addi-
tion, the rule provides for the consider-
ation of the amendment in the nature
of a substitute, printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, if offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) or his designee, which shall be
considered as read, debatable for 1 hour
equally divided between proponent and
an opponent.

Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit, with or without in-
structions, as is the right of the minor-
ity.

Mr. Speaker, like most Members, I
have been contacted by a number of my
constituents regarding the Federal
Communication Commission’s ruling
on religious programming. By way of
background, since 1952, the FCC has re-
served a limited number of television
channels for educational broadcasters,
known as noncommercial education
channels, provided that the nonprofit
groups, including religious organiza-
tions, can show that they will devote
more than half of their programming
to general education purposes.

However, in the December 29, 1999,
ruling granting a noncommercial edu-
cational television station license, the
FCC included a section on ‘‘additional
guidance’’ and ruled that programming
largely ‘‘devoted to religious exhor-
tation, proselytizing, or statements of
personally held religious views and be-
liefs’’ would not count as educational.

I am disheartened that the FCC ini-
tially believed that religious programs
do not serve the educational, instruc-
tional, and cultural needs of the com-
munity as defined by NCE regulations.
I have no doubt that the millions of
Americans who attend and watch
church services find culture and edu-
cation in the teachings of a sermon. I
am pleased, however, that the FCC has
since vacated its order.

Despite the fact that the decision has
been reversed, many Members did, I
know, have concerns about the FCC’s
interpretation of the law in this mat-
ter. In addition, we are concerned that
the FCC ruled without the benefit of
public comment, taking unilateral ac-
tion without consulting those who
would be affected. Moreover, in clari-
fying NCE television rules, the FCC es-
tablished a new benchmark for evalu-
ating the content of religious broad-
casts. In effect, the FCC created a
precedent that could have required the
FCC to monitor and evaluate religious
programming and decide what is edu-
cational.

Mr. Speaker, I find this course of ac-
tion intrusive and question a decision
that replaces programming decisions
based on the community with FCC
guidance.

This is why we need to consider H.R.
4201 this morning. This bill ensures
that the FCC does not engage in regu-

lating the content of speech broadcast
by noncommercial education stations,
except by means of a formal agency
rulemaking. This is responsible legisla-
tion that will answer the policy ques-
tions that arose following the FCC de-
cision on this matter.

Nonetheless, there is an amendment
that deserves consideration of the
House on the House floor. In the Com-
mittee on Commerce, the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) of-
fered an amendment to amend the bill,
and the rule we had before us will per-
mit the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) the opportunity to offer
his substitute amendment.

I also want to applaud the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN), the gen-
tleman from Mississippi, my friend
(Mr. PICKERING), and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), for the work on
this legislation. I encourage every
Member to support this fair rule and
the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. LINDER)
for yielding me the time. Mr. Speaker,
this is a restrictive rule which will
allow for the consideration of H.R. 4201.

As my colleague, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER), has explained,
this rule provides for 1 hour of general
debate to go equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking
minority member of the Committee on
Commerce.

Under current rules, the Federal
Communication Commission grants
noncommercial broadcasting licenses
for programming that is primarily edu-
cational in nature. This bill expands
the qualifications to include cultural
or religious programming.

The bill also restricts the FCC’s au-
thority to establish requirements on
programming by noncommercial broad-
casters.

The rule makes in order just one
amendment that can be offered during
floor consideration of the bill. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY)
would maintain an educational require-
ment to obtain a noncommercial
broadcast license. No other amend-
ments may be offered to the bill.

I regret that the Committee on Rules
approved such a restrictive rule. I see
no reason why this bill cannot receive
an open rule. Also, Members have not
been given enough notice that the bill
would be taken up on the House floor
and that a restrictive rule was under
consideration.

However, because the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) was
the only Member testifying at yester-
day’s Committee on Rules hearing in
support of an amendment and the rule
does make in order that amendment, I
will not oppose the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I have no
speakers. If the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. HALL) is prepared to yield back, I
will yield back.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. OWENS).

(Mr. OWENS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, this is a
very important bill to a large number
of people in my district. I am a little
surprised that it has come up so
abruptly and then we had no time to
prepare for it, but I want to register
my strong support for the steps that
are being taken by the Federal Com-
munications Commission to make
broadcasting available, the oppor-
tunity to broadcast to small and non-
profit groups.

There is a whole array of groups be-
yond the obvious ones that are men-
tioned, the religious groups, edu-
cational groups that particularly want
to push some aspect of education to the
numerous ethnic and nationality
groups in my district. There are a large
number of people who are of Caribbean
descent in my district and have had a
great deal of problems with trying to
get radio broadcasts which focus on
their particular interests, Haitian, Ja-
maican, Canadian, and numerous oth-
ers.

I think it is very appropriate that we
take a step in this direction and leave
it as broad and open as possible, fol-
lowing the general approach of the
Federal Communications Commission
without any restrictions. Indeed, the
restrictions have been too great all
these years. The broadcasting is regu-
lated by the Federal Government. It is
a form of free speech; and because it is
regulated by the Federal Government,
I think efforts should have been made
many years ago to make it freer.

We have not had free speech using
radio waves or free speech using tele-
vision or any of the regulated broad-
cast bands that the Government is in
control of.
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The Government is in control, and
that means that all of the people are in
control; all the people should be served.
It should not be a matter of those who
have the necessary capital to be able to
capitalize a radio or television station.
We are talking primarily here about
radio now, which is the simplest and
the cheapest way to provide some
means of broadcasting for people who
do not have means.

Certainly, if we are going to have
freedom of speech, freedom of speech
ought to mean that everybody has a
chance to speak over the airwaves, es-
pecially if that is regulated by govern-
ment. We have freedom of speech in
terms of printed matter, and anybody
who can afford it can, of course, print
matter. Of course the big newspaper
chains and people that have money are
able to take advantage of that even
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more so. But the Government does not
regulate anybody out of the print busi-
ness.

If one has the money, if one has the
wherewithal, one can get into the print
business at one level or another. That
may mean passing out pamphlets, it
may mean finding a newspaper, or it
may mean starting a magazine. But it
is not so in the broadcast arena. One
cannot, even if one has the where-
withal, enter the broadcast arena, be-
cause that is tightly regulated by the
Government, more than it should have
been all of these years.

Mr. Speaker, we need more freedom
and more opportunities, not fewer.

So I wholeheartedly support the
steps that are being taken by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission, and
I think that any attempts to restrict it
in any way are steps that are moving
us backwards in the wrong direction. I
think it is long overdue that we allow
small groups to have their voice, and
perhaps we should look at the bill and
look at the regulations being proposed
by the Federal Communications Com-
mission and make them broader and
more liberal. The range of areas that
are covered by these nonprofit stations
in many cases is too small, and we
would like to see them broadened. We
would like to see efforts made to make
it even less costly to begin a nonprofit
station.

Full freedom of speech means that
the freedom ought to be able to be a
freedom that we can utilize over the
free and regulated Federal airwaves.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. TAUZIN) to clarify some in-
formation for the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I simply
want to clarify for my friend from New
York that this is not the low-power FM
bill dealing with the Commission’s de-
cision to authorize the expansion of
radio broadcasting to FM low power.
This bill merely deals with the non-
commercial television and radio li-
censes that are already issued by the
commission. There are about 800 to
1,000 radio licenses; and there are 15
television licenses, eight more in the
pipe, that are held by religious broad-
casters. And the issue today that this
rule authorizes the legislation on will
be to limit the FCC’s capacity to regu-
late the content of the religious broad-
casting that goes on these noncommer-
cial television and radio stations that
are already on the air.

So the gentleman’s concern about
the FM low-power issue is obviously a
very important one, and we dealt with
that issue I think several weeks ago.
This is a separate issue dealing with re-
ligious radio and television broad-
casting.

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further requests for time, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The previous question was ordered.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant

to House Resolution 527, I call up the
bill (H.R. 4201) to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 to clarify the
service obligations of noncommercial
educational broadcast stations, and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

THORNBERRY). Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 527, the bill is considered read
for amendment.

The text of H.R. 4201 is as follows:
H.R. 4201

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Noncommer-
cial Broadcasting Freedom of Expression Act
of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) In the additional guidance contained in

the Federal Communication Commission’s
memorandum opinion and order in WQED
Pittsburgh (FCC 99–393), adopted December
15, 1999, and released December 29, 1999, the
Commission attempted to impose content-
based programming requirements on non-
commercial educational television broad-
casters without the benefit of notice and
comment in a rulemaking proceeding.

(2) In doing so, the Commission did not
adequately consider the implications of its
proposed guidelines on the rights of such
broadcasters under First Amendment and
the Religious Freedom Restoration Act.

(3) Noncommercial educational broad-
casters should be responsible for using the
station to primarily serve an educational, in-
structional, or cultural purpose in its com-
munity of license, and for making judgments
about the types of programming that serve
those purposes.

(4) The Commission should not engage in
regulating the content of speech broadcast
by noncommercial educational stations.
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF SERVICE OBLIGA-

TIONS OF NONCOMMERCIAL EDU-
CATIONAL OR PUBLIC BROADCAST
STATIONS.

Section 309 of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 309) is amended by adding at
the end the following new subsection:

‘‘(m) SERVICE CONDITIONS ON NONCOMMER-
CIAL EDUCATIONAL AND PUBLIC BROADCAST
STATIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A nonprofit organization
or entity shall be eligible to hold a non-
commercial educational radio or television
license if the station is used primarily to
broadcast material that the organization or
entity determines serves an educational, in-
structional, or cultural purpose (or any com-
bination of such purposes) in the station’s
community of license, unless that deter-
mination is arbitrary or unreasonable.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL CONTENT-BASED REQUIRE-
MENTS PROHIBITED.—The Commission shall
not—

‘‘(A) impose or enforce any quantitative re-
quirement on noncommercial educational
radio or television licenses based on the
number of hours of programming that serve
educational, instructional, or cultural pur-
poses;

‘‘(B) prevent religious programming, in-
cluding religious services, from being deter-
mined by an organization or entity to serve
an educational, instructional, or cultural
purpose; or

‘‘(C) impose or enforce any other require-
ment on the content of the programming
broadcast by a licensee, permittee, or appli-
cant for a noncommercial educational radio
or television license that is not imposed and
enforced on a licensee, permittee, or appli-
cant for a commercial radio or television li-
cense, respectively.’’.
SEC. 4. RULEMAKING.

(a) LIMITATION.—After the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall not establish, ex-
pand, or otherwise modify requirements re-
lating to the service obligations of non-
commercial educational radio or television
stations except by means of agency rule-
making conducted in accordance with chap-
ter 5 of title 5, United States Code, and other
applicable law (including the amendment
made by section 3).

(b) RULEMAKING DEADLINE.—The Federal
Communications Commission shall prescribe
such revisions to its regulations as may be
necessary to comply with the amendment
made by section 3 within 270 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Commerce printed in the bill
is adopted.

The text of H.R. 4201, as amended
pursuant to House Resolution 527, is as
follows:

H.R. 4201
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Noncommercial
Broadcasting Freedom of Expression Act of
2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) In the additional guidance contained in

the Federal Communication Commission’s memo-
randum opinion and order in WQED Pittsburgh
(FCC 99–393), adopted December 15, 1999, and
released December 29, 1999, the Commission at-
tempted to impose content-based programming
requirements on noncommercial educational tel-
evision broadcasters without the benefit of no-
tice and comment in a rulemaking proceeding.

(2) In doing so, the Commission did not ade-
quately consider the implications of its proposed
guidelines on the rights of such broadcasters
under First Amendment and the Religious Free-
dom Restoration Act.

(3) Noncommercial educational broadcasters
should be responsible for using the station to
primarily serve an educational, instructional,
cultural, or religious purpose in its community
of license, and for making judgments about the
types of programming that serve those purposes.

(4) Religious programming contributes to serv-
ing the educational and cultural needs of the
public, and should be treated by the Commission
on a par with other educational and cultural
programming.

(5) Because noncommercial broadcasters are
not permitted to sell air time, they should not be
required to provide free air time to commercial
entities or political candidates.

(6) The Commission should not engage in reg-
ulating the content of speech broadcast by non-
commercial educational stations.
SEC. 3. CLARIFICATION OF SERVICE OBLIGA-

TIONS OF NONCOMMERCIAL EDU-
CATIONAL OR PUBLIC BROADCAST
STATIONS.

(a) SERVICE CONDITIONS.—Section 309 of the
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(m) SERVICE CONDITIONS ON NONCOMMERCIAL
EDUCATIONAL AND PUBLIC BROADCAST STA-
TIONS.—
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‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A nonprofit organization

shall be eligible to hold a noncommercial edu-
cational radio or television license if the station
is used primarily to broadcast material that the
organization determines serves an educational,
instructional, cultural, or religious purpose (or
any combination of such purposes) in the sta-
tion’s community of license, unless that deter-
mination is arbitrary or unreasonable.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL CONTENT-BASED REQUIRE-
MENTS PROHIBITED.—The Commission shall
not—

‘‘(A) impose or enforce any quantitative re-
quirement on noncommercial educational radio
or television licenses based on the number of
hours of programming that serve educational,
instructional, cultural, or religious purposes; or

‘‘(B) impose or enforce any other requirement
on the content of the programming broadcast by
a licensee, permittee, or applicant for a non-
commercial educational radio or television li-
cense that is not imposed and enforced on a li-
censee, permittee, or applicant for a commercial
radio or television license, respectively.

‘‘(3) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed as affecting—

‘‘(A) any obligation of noncommercial edu-
cational television broadcast stations under the
Children’s Television Act of 1990 (47 U.S.C. 303a,
303b); or

‘‘(B) the requirements of section 396, 399,
399A, and 399B of this Act.’’.

(b) POLITICAL BROADCASTING EXEMPTION.—
Section 312(a)(7) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 312(a)(7)) is amended by insert-
ing ‘‘, other than a noncommercial educational
broadcast station,’’ after ‘‘use of a broadcasting
station’’.

(c) AUDIT OF COMPLIANCE WITH DONOR PRI-
VACY PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS.—Section
396(l)(3)(B)(ii) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 396(l)(3)(B)(ii)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (I), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, and shall include a
determination of the compliance of the entity
with the requirements of subsection (k)(12)’’;
and

(2) in subclause (II), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that such
statement shall include a statement regarding
the extent of the compliance of the entity with
the requirements of subsection (k)(12)’’.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Consistent with the re-
quirements of section 4 of this Act, the Federal
Communications Commission shall amend sec-
tions 73.1930 through 73.1944 of its rules (47
C.F.R. 73.1930–73.1944) to provide that those sec-
tions do not apply to noncommercial edu-
cational broadcast stations.
SEC. 4. RULEMAKING.

(a) LIMITATION.—After the date of enactment
of this Act, the Federal Communications Com-
mission shall not establish, expand, or otherwise
modify requirements relating to the service obli-
gations of noncommercial educational radio or
television stations except by means of agency
rulemaking conducted in accordance with chap-
ter 5 of title 5, United States Code, and other
applicable law (including the amendments made
by section 3).

(b) RULEMAKING DEADLINE.—The Federal
Communications Commission shall prescribe
such revisions to its regulations as may be nec-
essary to comply with the amendment made by
section 3 within 270 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After
one hour of debate on the bill, as
amended, it shall be in order to con-
sider a further amendment printed in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, if offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) or his designee, which
shall be considered read and shall be
debated for 1 hour, equally divided and
controlled by a proponent and an oppo-
nent.

The gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
TAUZIN) and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) each will con-
trol 30 minutes of debate on the bill.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN).

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 7 minutes.

I rise in support of H.R. 4201, the
Noncommercial Broadcast Freedom of
Expression Act of 2000. While this is in-
deed a good bill, I am frankly dis-
appointed that it is necessary. It is
necessary to correct a gross blunder by
the FCC and to prevent it from ever
happening again.

Earlier this year, in the WQED Pitts-
burgh station case, a television trans-
fer case, the FCC sought to quantify
the service obligations of noncommer-
cial television licenses by requiring
that ‘‘more than half of the hours of
programming aired on a reserved chan-
nel must serve an educational, instruc-
tional, or cultural purpose in the sta-
tion’s community of license.’’ But they
went on to say that while program-
ming which teaches about religion
would count toward that new bench-
mark, programming that was ‘‘devoted
to religious exhortation, proselytizing,
or statements of personally held reli-
gious views and beliefs’’ would not. In
short, the Commission was drawing
substantive distinctions between what
religious message would qualify in the
content of that station’s broadcasting.

Now, the FCC has licensed quite a
number of religious broadcasters on
the noncommercial airwaves of Amer-
ica. About 800 to 1,000 radio licenses are
currently held and operated by reli-
gious broadcasters. There are 15 tele-
vision stations operated by religious
broadcasters as a noncommercial li-
cense. The FCC has never before now
tried to regulate the content of those
religious messages in religious broad-
casting. But in this situation, the FCC
tried to do so.

I do not have to tell my colleagues
that they were met with a huge out-
pouring of objections, not only from
Members of Congress, but from people
across America. Indeed, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY) and I, along
with the gentleman from Mississippi
(Mr. PICKERING), the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT), the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS),
and about 140 additional Members of
the House, including, by the way, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY),
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), and the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. WATTS) all joined forces
against the commission’s action.

Fortunately, in response to the col-
lective public outcry against these ac-
tions, the FCC wisely decided to vacate
the additional guidance, these new in-
structions that they were issuing in
this order, and they vacated that order
by a vote of four to six.

In other words, they back-peddled
quickly. They quickly tried to undo
the mistake they made. In fact, the
concern that they might make that

mistake again is, unfortunately still
with us, because despite this four to
one reversal, when we held a hearing at
the Subcommittee on Telecommuni-
cations of the Committee on Com-
merce, one of the commissioners, Com-
missioner Tristani asserted, and this is
a quote, that she, ‘‘for one, will con-
tinue to cast the vote in accordance
with the views expressed in the addi-
tional guidance.’’ In other words, there
is still a sense that the commission, at
least by some of the members of the
FCC, that they would like to dictate
the content of religious broadcasting in
America.

Mr. Speaker, imagine that. Federal
bureaucrats telling us what we can and
cannot hear on a religious broadcast
station, what qualifies as a good mes-
sage and what does not. Government
telling religious broadcasters what
they can and cannot say in a religious
television or radio broadcast. What a
horrible notion. And yet, at least one
of our commissioners says, given the
chance, she would do it again. There-
fore, this bill becomes necessary.

This bill, which we have constructed
and passed out of the Committee on
Commerce and brought to the floor
today, H.R. 4201 authored by the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING) on behalf of the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), myself, the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. LARGENT),
and the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS), takes the appropriate stance
against what the FCC tried to do. It ba-
sically codifies the old rule of the com-
mission. The old rule of the commis-
sion, which basically is encapsulated in
the commission’s reversal, by which
they reversed their bad decision, is as
follows. This is what the Commission
said when it finally backed up and cor-
rected the bad mistake it made: ‘‘In
hindsight, we see the difficulty of
minting clear definitional parameters
for educational, instructional, or cul-
tural programming. Therefore, we va-
cate our additional guidance. We will
defer to the editorial judgment of the
licensee unless that judgment is arbi-
trary or unreasonable.’’

That has always been the standard.
The commission has always left it up
to the licensee to decide what messages
were broadcast on these religious non-
commercial airwaves. That has always
been the rule; this bill codifies that
rule. In fact, the bill says that from
now on, the commission shall not have
the authority to change it, to try to
dictate the content of religious broad-
casting.

Now, in just a few minutes we will
hear from my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), and others about their objections
to the bill. They come in two forms.
One, they will argue that the bill
broadens the eligibility standard for
noncommercial educational licenses.
That is not true. We simply codify the
current standards. Under current
standards, the FCC, licensing over 800
to 1,000 radio stations and now, nearly
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23 television stations, uses either a
point system or a lottery system that
has nothing to do with religious affili-
ation and simply awards these stations
on that basis. Nothing we do changes
that. But the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) will offer an
amendment later to try to reinsert
into the bill the capacity of the FCC to
determine whether the station is edu-
cational enough; that is, again, to give
it the right to get in and dictate what
messages qualify, which do not; which
religious messages are educational and
which, in the opinion of the FCC, are
not.

For example, they could not tell us
whether Handel’s Messiah performing
in the Kennedy Center would be edu-
cational; but it would not be edu-
cational on a religious broadcast sta-
tion. We can see the difficulty and why
this amendment needs to be defeated.
It was defeated in the committee; it
should be defeated on the floor.

Finally, I want to point out that the
bill does exactly what the Constitution
says it ought to do when it comes to re-
ligion. It simply provides a no-non-
sense statement that instructional,
educational, cultural, and religious
programming are treated exactly the
same, no difference. No preference for
religion, no penalties for religious
broadcasting. In short, it literally
abides by the Constitution, protects
free speech, protects religious broad-
casting from government interference.
This is a good bill and we need to pass
it, and we need to defeat the Markey
amendment when it is offered.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me begin this debate
by clarifying for anyone who may be
listening what we are fighting about.
In the United States, we have two
types of television stations. We have
commercial television stations. On
commercial television stations people
see the evening news, Who Wants to be
a Millionaire, Survivor, a whole host of
programs which are basically commer-
cial.

Now, it is possible, and frequently it
occurs, that individual religions pur-
chase commercial TV stations because
they want to use them as the vehicle
by which they are able to communicate
their message into a community. Those
are commercial television stations.

Then we have the other kind of tele-
vision stations, public TV stations.
Most often we consider them to be
PBS. We turn to them, we actually
consider them just to have a number,
in Boston it is channel 2, WGBH; and
we have another smaller public tele-
vision station as well. Those television
stations are meant to serve the non-
commercial, educational needs for the
entire community. Commercial: Who
Wants to Be a Millionaire, or any reli-
gion that wants to purchase a commer-
cial station in order to advance the
goals of that religion; noncommercial

educational, a separate category, sta-
tions meant to serve the educational
needs of the entire community.

This is a debate over one of those
noncommercial, educational television
stations. And the story is one which
really does not deal with whether or
not religions can purchase commercial
stations in order to advance their goals
within a particular community; they
may continue to do so. This debate is
over whether or not if a religion gains
control over a noncommercial edu-
cational station, whether or not that
religion can use it in order to advance
full time, all day long the goals of its
own religion, and not serve the non-
commercial educational needs of the
entire community.
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That is the debate in a nutshell,
should we, in other words, continue to
maintain the special purpose for which
these noncommercial educational sta-
tions have always been reserved while
allowing religions to run them if they
want but under the guidelines that his-
torically they have always had to
maintain in order to ensure that the
entire community is served.

If we allow this wall to be broken
down, then we are going to wind up in
a situation where individual religions
are able to move into community after
community with populations that have
very diverse religious backgrounds and
to use one of these very small number
of public TV stations in a community
exclusively for the religious purpose of
that one religion. I believe that that is
very dangerous, very dangerous, espe-
cially since each one of these religions
has the ability to buy a commercial TV
station.

Now, as we move forward in this de-
bate, this very important debate, it is
going to be critical for everyone to un-
derstand the historic nature of what we
are talking about here today. If in any
way there is a misunderstanding with
regard to whether or not any of us be-
lieves there should be any restrictions
placed upon the ability of religious
broadcasters on commercial stations
to, in fact, proselytize if they want,
then they misunderstand the nature of
what it is we are proposing.

The essence of this debate is whether
or not we want to continue to keep a
distinction in place which separates
public TV stations from commercial
TV stations, commercial stations from
noncommercial stations intended to
educate the entire community.

So, Mr. Speaker, this is a debate
which, unfortunately, has developed
connotations which do not accurately
reflect the core of the debate, the
issues that are at the essence of this
controversy. Our hope is that, in the
course of this couple of hours, that we
are going to be able to explain the very
real differences of opinion that exist
here with the hope that we can main-
tain this wall that historically we have
created between the State and the es-
tablishment of religion, which I am

afraid is being broken down by the leg-
islation which is on the floor here
today.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. PICKERING), the author of
the legislation, who has done an enor-
mously excellent job in bringing this
bill through the committee and to the
floor.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support and as a proud spon-
sor of this legislation. This is a criti-
cally important debate, as the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) indicated. Whereas, usually we try
to find common ground on the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and I have with
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) on many occasions found
that common ground, but today we are
debating something that gives us a fun-
damental disagreement or provides a
fundamental disagreement.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
said the wall could be or will be or is
being broken that separates church and
State. He is correct. But it is not the
breaking from the religious, but it is
the heavy hand of government coming
crashing down on that wall saying this
is acceptable or this is unacceptable
speech. It is the hand of the govern-
ment coming in to regulate and to con-
trol and to set up a police of our
speech, of our religious freedom and ex-
pression.

It is a very critical issue. Are we
going to maintain the current tradi-
tion of our religious liberties and ex-
pression? Make no mistake, this is not
about changing our current practice at
the FCC. This is about something that
the FCC did that changed, fundamen-
tally changed, and set a new course and
a new policy for how religious
broadcastings and noncommercial li-
censes would be regulated, the guide-
lines for that.

Let me read, this is from the FCC,
‘‘This is unacceptable speech: Program-
ming primarily devoted to religious ex-
ploitation, proselytizing, or statements
or personally held religious views and
beliefs.’’ They went on to say, ‘‘church
services would not qualify.’’

So if Martin Luther King were alive
today, and he were giving a speech or a
sermon at a church, that would not be
educational. It would not be cultural.
It would provide no instructional ben-
efit to any communities. That is the
FCC’s view.

So if one is Catholic or one is Protes-
tant or African American or serving a
rural community or urban, and it is a
church service where one has moral in-
struction, one has cultural benefit,
where one has teachings of educational
importance, under the FCC’s view, no
value.

This is what the debate is about. Do
we value the voice of the religious in
the public square, or do we ban, do we
exclude, or do we shovel them aside?
Does it have value in our culture?
Should they be in our public square?
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Let me read a quote that I think cap-

tures this debate. ‘‘Americans feel
that, instead of celebrating their love
for God in public, they are being forced
to hide their faith behind closed doors.
That is wrong. Americans should never
have to hide their faith. But some
Americans have been denied the right
to express their religion, and that has
to stop. It is crucial that government
does not dictate or demand specific re-
ligious views. But equally crucial that
government does not prevent the ex-
pression of specific religious views.’’

The person who said those words was
Bill Clinton at an address at James
Madison High School in Vienna, Vir-
ginia. He was talking about this issue,
does the religious voice have a place in
our public square? He was making the
case that it does. What is more public
than our public spectrum, our licenses
that the FCC gives, the greatest way to
communicate on a broad basis.

What does this legislation do and
what does it not do? Now, if one was
listening to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) one would think
that no religious institution has had
one of these noncommercial edu-
cational licenses in the past, that they
were reserved solely and strictly for
educational institutions, for the CPB
or the public stations.

The reality is that we have had a tra-
dition and a precedent and a practice of
religious broadcasters holding these li-
censes. What we are doing is not chang-
ing current practice, current prece-
dent. We are simply trying to prevent
and prohibit the FCC from going down
a dangerous path of regulating reli-
gious speech, religious expression.

We have to do it because the FCC has
tried to deem itself the holy trinity of
the Constitution. They woke up one
day and said, we can decide the estab-
lishment clause without a public com-
ment or a public process, we can set a
legislative policy that is reserved for
this branch, not the executive branch.

So they have decided that they are
both the court, the Congress, the exec-
utive branch in one, and they try to do
something that is fundamentally un-
fair in a closed process that fundamen-
tally challenged our core beliefs of reli-
gious freedom and religious expression.

What we are saying in this legisla-
tion today is not only, must one do ev-
erything in a public process, in a public
fashion, in an open fashion, there will
be no dark of nights but we are not
going to allow one to undo the funda-
mental premises of our founding. We
will not allow one to come in and regu-
late and control the religious speech
and the religious beliefs of our people
of this great Nation.

What is at stake? Do we honor our
heritage? Do we say that government
has the right to discriminate against
religion and control religious speech?
Should it be free of government regula-
tion? Is the religious voice valuable in
the public square? Is there a place for
the religious voice?

With this debate, with these votes,
we shall say that we will not have gov-

ernment intervention, interference,
and regulation of the religious beliefs
and religious views. We will find a
value for the religious voice in the pub-
lic square. We will protect that. We
will not let the heavy hand of govern-
ment come crashing down on the wall
that separates and protects our people
from an intrusive government.

I ask my colleagues to continue to
vote in support of what we are trying
to do today.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I might consume.

Mr. Speaker, just so it is very clear,
if the bill being proposed today is
adopted, there will no longer ever
again be a requirement that a public
television station must serve the edu-
cational needs of a community. They
will not have that requirement any
longer. It is gone. They can serve that
community under this new bill as long
as they are broadcasting religion all
day long. They have fulfilled a require-
ment now under the new law. No edu-
cation at all is required.

So here is a public television station.
It has been in a community for 50
years, it has served the educational
needs of the entire community, every-
one who lives within that 1 million, 2
million, 3 million, 4 million person
area, and all of a sudden it is now being
run by a religion that has absolutely
no responsibility to serve the edu-
cational needs of that community,
none, zero, gone, do not have to ever
again put on a single educational pro-
gram. That is their new law.

Now, how does that serve a commu-
nity? Some religion comes in, it could
be a cult by the way, some cult comes
in and buys a noncommercial edu-
cational station and says we are not
going to serve the local educational
needs of the community any longer. We
are just going to have our own little
cult on this TV station. Under this law,
that is legal. That is legal. One cannot
say anything about it.

The language in the bill says that, as
long as one serves the religious purpose
in a nonarbitrary or reasonable way,
which the FCC would have to move in
and challenge, then one is serving the
entire community.

Now, how can that be a good thing?
How can it be a good thing for one reli-
gion to move in, a cult potentially, buy
one or two public television stations in
town, and just broadcast their religion
all day long.

Now, the only way in which that can
be challenged is if the FCC, under their
bill, the FCC comes in and determines
that there is something wrong with
this cult or that it is acting in an arbi-
trary or unreasonable way; that is this
cult, this religion, that is now oper-
ating the public television station in
town.

Well, let us take it a step further.
Let us say two religions come along,
and each one of them wants to run this
public television station in the town.
Now, who determines who gets this
public television station? Well, under

the bill, the FCC has to determine
which of the two religions is more reli-
gious. Which of the two religions has
the better likelihood of serving one
community on the public television
station, on potentially the only public
television station available in town.

How can that be a good thing? How
can we have the FCC in determining
which religion is better, not based upon
whether or not, by the way, they are
going to serve the educational needs of
the community, because there is no re-
quirement, once this bill passes, that
the educational needs of the commu-
nity is served. They do not have to do
it at all. They can, 100 percent of the
time, just broadcast their religion,
their cult potentially.

The FCC determines which of the two
religions or cults is the better religion
or cult to be the only religion on the
public television station in a commu-
nity that had historically been served
as a noncommercial educational sta-
tion, serving the entire community for
the last 30 or 40 or 50 years. This is not
a good idea. This is not what we in-
tended noncommercial educational,
that is, public television stations, to
play as a role in communities across
this country.

The deeper we get into this debate,
the more troubling it becomes, because
it is very evident that, at the end of
the day, there will be a small number
of religions who will try their best to
get ahold of these TV stations, these
public TV stations, all across the coun-
try just to proselytize, just to run their
religion into people’s homes in these
individual communities.

Again, we have nothing against any
religion purchasing a commercial tele-
vision station. They can do so, and
they do in every single community
across this entire country. We have no
problem with any individual sect run-
ning a noncommercial public television
station as long as they fulfill the re-
quirements that they serve the edu-
cational needs of every child, every
child who lives within that area. Every
child within a 2 million or 3 million
person area is not going to be served by
one religion broadcasting its religion
into the minds of every child in that
broadcasting area.
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That is not an educational purpose,
as far as most parents are going to be
concerned. Most parents are not going
to want the public television station in
their community broadcasting one reli-
gion into the minds of their children
all day long. If a religion wants to do
that, they should purchase a commer-
cial television station. If they want to
purchase the public television station
in town, they should be required to
serve every single child.

Now, some religions say by broad-
casting their religion, even if 90 per-
cent of the community is not of that
religion, that they are furthering the
educational needs of that community.
Well, I would contend and maintain
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that almost every parent is of the be-
lief that their child is not going to be
served by listening to one religion all
day long on the public television sta-
tion in their community. They are
going to be of just the opposite opin-
ion; that their child is being misserved;
that their child should not be watching
that TV station; that it is no longer an
educational TV station but it is a reli-
gious broadcasting station which
should be a commercial station.

So in every one of our hometowns we
have a public television station, and it
has Sesame Street on it and it has all
the rest of that programming that chil-
dren across our country watch on an
ongoing basis. Now, if this new law
passes, and a particular religion gets
access to one of these public TV sta-
tions, they do not have to put on any-
thing except their own religion all day
long. That cannot be a good idea. That
is a complete perversion of the notion
that was established 50 years ago about
having these public television stations,
that are public parks, in essence. They
are public parks that every child, every
adult can go to. It is common ground.
It is not offensive to anyone. It is pro-
gramming that everyone feels that
they are benefiting from, not just one
sect, one sub part of a community.

So, my colleagues, this bill takes the
public parks that are the public tele-
vision stations in our country and they
turn them into private preserves of one
religion, one sub part of the commu-
nity. And if we want to play in that
park, if we want to watch that public
television station, we have to assume
that our children or our families are
going to be exposed continuously, 100
percent of the time, to the religious te-
nets of that one religion.

Again, no one has any objection to
any religion purchasing a commercial
television station. They do so by the
hundreds across the country. No one
has any objection to a particular reli-
gion running a noncommercial tele-
vision station, a public television sta-
tion, as long as they abide by the rules
that they are serving the entire com-
munity’s educational needs, not reli-
gious needs. One religion should not be
able to say, here is the religious pro-
gramming that this one community
needs and we are going to put it on 100
percent of the time on the educational
television station in town. That is
wrong, and that is why this legislation
should be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

My friend from Massachusetts, Mr.
Speaker, made an interesting speech,
but he has it all wrong. We are not
talking about the Sesame Street sta-
tions. There are 800 to 1,000 non-
commercial religious broadcasters
today on the radio. There are 23, count-
ing the television stations in the pipe,
religious television broadcasters on
television holding noncommercial tele-
vision licenses. That is the current

state of the law. We are not talking
about anything different than what
currently occurs.

If those religious broadcasters were
not qualified to hold those licenses, be-
cause they are producing religious pro-
gramming, they would not hold them
today. The FCC tried to take them
away, in effect, by deciding they were
going to decide what programming
could be on those programs. They were
going to decide what religious mes-
sages were going to be on all those sta-
tions. This bill prevents that.

Secondly, let me point out that for
years these stations have operated as
religious broadcasters. The FCC has al-
ways considered that the religious mes-
sages they promote all day long are
currently considered primarily edu-
cational. That is the current law. The
bill incorporates the current law only.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY), who
has been a leader in the fight to pre-
vent the FCC from content regulation
of religious broadcasting.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, let us re-
view a little bit of history. Back in De-
cember of last year, late December, be-
tween Christmas and New Year’s, the
FCC determined, in a rather ordinary
license swap that goes on virtually
every day, in this case a Pittsburgh li-
cense swap where the religious broad-
casting was changing from a commer-
cial to a noncommercial broadcasting
license, the FCC determined at that
date, when Congress was not in session,
under what would be considered to be
an ordinary license swap that the FCC
would determine what would be edu-
cational, and they would determine
whether, in fact, that particular broad-
caster was broadcasting enough of
what they would consider to be edu-
cational programming in nature. This
was essentially a determination by the
FCC what was educational or what was
not, for the first time basically setting
up the Government as the arbiter of
what was to be considered educational
broadcasting. It was a brazen attempt
to force traditional religious program-
ming off noncommercial channels.

At that point, working with the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING), the gentleman from Oklahoma
(Mr. LARGENT), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), we all imme-
diately wrote a letter to the FCC and
then later introduced a bill, as soon as
Congress returned, which overturned
that directive. Religious viewers and
listeners flooded Capitol Hill. I am sure
many of the Members received phone
calls and letters and faxes and E-mails
regarding this outrageous decision by
the FCC.

Because of the public outcry, the
FCC almost immediately then vacated
the order that they had first intro-
duced after our bill was put in the hop-
per. But ultimately they never ac-
knowledged, that is the FCC majority,

their procedural, legal, or constitu-
tional errors. And let me point out
that the original vote, with two strong
dissents from Republican Members,
was a 3 to 2 vote, basically ruling that
the FCC had that ability to determine
what was educational. They quickly re-
treated and that vote was a 4 to 1 vote,
with Commissioner Tristani voting in
the negative to vacate the ruling.

But the interesting thing about the
original decision and the vacation of
the ruling was that the FCC never ac-
knowledged their procedural, legal, or
constitutional errors. They blamed the
controversy on ‘‘confusion over their
intent.’’ I do not think there was ever
any confusion about what the intent of
the majority was. One commissioner,
Commissioner Tristani, even dissented
from overturning the order, saying
that she would continue to vote as if
the original directive were still in
place, and she, in fact, testified to that
before the committee.

Against this backdrop we worked to-
gether to craft a bill, which is now 4201,
sponsored by the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, which is on the floor today. It
would prevent the FCC from restricting
religious content in the future by af-
firmatively stating that cultural and
religious programming meet the edu-
cational mandate.

Now, I assume my friend from Massa-
chusetts probably supported the origi-
nal decision by the FCC; and as a re-
sult, we are here today. Some public
broadcasting stations are opposing the
bill. I can only conclude that they do
not want to share their free non-
commercial spectrum with religious
broadcasters. But let us make one
thing clear. Public broadcasters do not
have a special claim to noncommercial
channels. Indeed, if they did, C–SPAN
would not be on the air. Religious
broadcasters and others have an equal
right to hold such licenses.

H.R. 4201 is a measured response to
the effort to single out religious con-
tent for special scrutiny. The FCC has
no business discriminating against
faith-based programming. H.R. 4201
merely spells out that religious and
cultural programming deserve the
same treatment as educational and in-
structional programming. Nothing
more and nothing less.

Ultimately, the issue is about free-
dom of religious expression and, in-
deed, whether government can control
content. That is the ultimate issue.
And the Constitution is pretty clear on
that; that government shall not deter-
mine content.

Now, my friend from Massachusetts
is worried about a cult getting a radio
station. I would point out that the bill
states that broadcasters’ determina-
tions that their programming serve as
an educational, cultural, or religious
purpose may not be arbitrary or unrea-
sonable. So I would say the argument
is fallacious.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The bottom line on this bill is that
under current law the FCC decides
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whether the programming is edu-
cational. That is their job: Does, in
fact, the public TV station fulfill the
educational requirement to serve the
entire community. If we adopt this bill,
the FCC will have to decide whether
the programming is religious. That is
its responsibility.

Now, no one believes that it is the
job of the FCC to make religious deter-
minations, yet that is exactly what
this legislation asks it to do. We will
have turned the Federal Communica-
tion Commission into the faith-based
content commission, all the time say-
ing that they did not mean to. They
did not mean to do that; they did not
mean to have the FCC determining
whether or not this public television
station had served the religious needs
of the community. But it will have to
do that.

If we support public television, we
should vote against this bill. If we sup-
port keeping Federal bureaucrats out
of religion, we should vote against this
bill. But if we want the Federal Com-
munications Commission deciding
whether a broadcast applicant is suffi-
ciently religious to qualify for a brand
new licensing category, entitled ‘‘pri-
marily religious,’’ then this bill is the
right bill. This takes the public tele-
vision stations across America and has
the Federal Communication Commis-
sion determining whether or not they
are primarily religious; that is, are
they religious enough.

Again, there is nothing wrong with
some religion running a public tele-
vision station. There is nothing wrong
with them having a religious compo-
nent. Much of what can be done with a
public television station can include a
lot of religious educational broad-
casting. Educational. Not proselyt-
izing, but educational. And that occurs
today. It occurs today on a thousand
radio stations across the country. It
occurs on public television stations
today that are being operated by indi-
vidual religions, but it does not allow
that religion to turn it into nothing
more than a sanctuary for their own
religion broadcasting 24 hours a day
into the homes of every person that
lives in that community.

Now, just so it is clear, there are a
lot of people that oppose this par-
ticular bill. The Interfaith Alliance op-
poses it, the National Council of
Churches of Christ in the United States
opposes it, the National Education As-
sociation opposes this bill, the Na-
tional PTA, the prime supporters of
public television in America, especially
because of its children’s television
component, opposes it. The National
PTA opposes this bill. The Unitarian
Universalists Association of Congrega-
tions opposes this bill.

This should send chills up the spine
of any person that really does respect
their own religion. Because rather than
having a public television station in a
community any longer serving the en-
tire community, we are going to wind
up with individual religions thinking

that they can take one of the small
number of public television stations in
each community and just turning it
into their own private preserve.

Again, nothing wrong with informa-
tion on a public television station that
is educational when it relates to reli-
gion, but when it turns into something
that is nothing more than a pulpit for
one church, I think there are real prob-
lems.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I first

yield myself 30 seconds to read my col-
leagues a list of associations in support
of this legislation: The Christian Coali-
tion; the American Family Associa-
tion; Concerned Women for America;
Family Research Council; Home School
Legal Defense Association; American
Association of Christian Schools; Jus-
tice Fellowship; Religious Freedom Co-
alition; Republican Jewish Coalition;
Traditional Family Property, Inc.; Tra-
ditional Values Coalition; Vision
America.

There is huge support among the reli-
gious community for this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my
friend, the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the first
amendment to our Constitution estab-
lishes the freedom of religion, freedom
of speech, freedom of the press, free-
dom of assembly, and freedom to peti-
tion for redress of grievances.

This debate combines two of our
most precious freedoms, the freedom of
speech and the freedom of religion.
These freedoms are the core of the first
amendment and the Bill of Rights.

Do we really believe our Founding
Fathers wanted the Federal Govern-
ment to restrict or regulate free reli-
gious speech on our airwaves? This leg-
islation will send a strong message to
the FCC that they cannot and should
not restrict free speech of religious
broadcasters.

The Federal power to issue licenses
to regulate commerce is a powerful
one. It should not be misused to re-
strict, control, or regulate our freedom
to speak or worship as we see fit. There
is nothing that teaches children more
that something is irrelevant than to
require something be completely ig-
nored. To require silence teaches irrel-
evance. We might as well teach reli-
gious bigotry.

The FCC tried once to restrict reli-
gious speech in the public square. This
bill will make sure they will not do it
again. Mr. Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote for the legislation and
reject the amendment.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 41⁄2
minutes to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS),
from the Committee on Commerce.

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the distinguished chairman for yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a very easy bill
to understand. What the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY)
wants to do is have a government-
based content bill; and what we want
to do is continue the status quo.

Now, there are five FCC commis-
sioners who decided this ultimately in
a 4–1 decision. On the commission there
are five commissioners. Two are Re-
publicans, and three are Democrats.
They voted 4–1 in favor of what the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. TAU-
ZIN) has tried to do.

So, in this case, two Democrats on
the commission who have all the infor-
mation that is necessary and under-
stand it much better than the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), perhaps better than anyone else
here, voted with the gentleman from
Louisiana (Mr. TAUZIN). They felt the
status quo and the precedent had been
established and that they did not want
to have government-based content.

In my home State of Florida there
are three stations, one out of Boca
Raton, Ft. Pierce, and Jacksonville, 24-
hour a day with religious broadcasting.
More than 125 noncommercial tele-
vision broadcasters would be forced to
completely drop their programs.

Under the amendment of the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), it would be almost impossible for
a broadcaster to walk this line created
by his bill. In fact, we had a hearing.
Ms. Tristani, who is one of the commis-
sioners, was asked to actually tell us if
she could determine what was edu-
cational and what was religious broad-
casting. And she admitted she could
not.

In fact, I asked her during the hear-
ing, would a TV show on collecting
comic books or wrestling magazines be
educational or not. She could not an-
swer. Instructions on living with the
Ten Commandments, is that religious
or is that educational? Shows on col-
lecting pet rocks. In all three cases,
she had no idea whether that was edu-
cational or religious broadcasting. And
that shows the confusion that people
would have to culturally decide what is
educational and what is religious
broadcasting.

Let me quote from Furchtgott-Roth,
who is one of the commissioners. He
said, ‘‘The scariest moment, the most
frightening moment, the most chilling
moment’’ in all of his tenure at the
FCC is when his staff asked him if he
wanted to review videotapes to make
the decision whether it was edu-
cational or religious. And he went on
to say, ‘‘I will never support any move
to have the Government in a position
of deciding whether programming fits
into any one pigeon hole or another.’’

So if my colleagues want more FCC
regulation, then vote for the Markey
amendment. If they believe in restrict-
ing, changing the precedent changing
the status quo, then they should vote
for the Markey amendment.
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I believe, actually, the Markey

amendment is unconstitutional be-
cause it allows the Federal Govern-
ment to scrutinize and grade the con-
tent of religious broadcasting. It would
insert the word ‘‘educational’’ in front
of ‘‘religious broadcasting,’’ which
would give the FCC discretion to deter-
mine whether religious broadcasting is,
in fact, educational.

I think it creates a loophole for al-
lowing the FCC to continue to regulate
unabashedly in this country and avoids
the original intent of H.R. 4201.

So I ask my colleagues to vote no for
the Markey amendment and yes for the
Tauzin bill and understand that when
they are voting for the Tauzin bill,
they are voting for the present status
quo, the tradition which has existed in
this country for so many years.

Many of us believe the FCC should be
reformed. We do not have an FCC with
the computer industry. With all the in-
formation we have coming to Ameri-
cans today, up to 250 channels through
direct satellite broadcasting, wireless,
the Internet, cable, and all the myriad
of new innovations that are coming, do
we need the FCC standing in the gap
and saying to Americans this is what
they will watch and this is what they
will not watch?

In fact, we probably should go back
to the licensing of educational broad-
casting stations and reform that be-
cause of the information that is avail-
able.

So I urge no on the Markey amend-
ment and yes on the Tauzin.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL).

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I do
thank my good friend from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) for yielding me the
time, and I hope the House has been
listening to him.

Mr. Speaker, if my colleagues want
to start the religious wars, if they want
to create all manner of trouble, if they
want to put together a piece of legisla-
tion that is going to bring the Govern-
ment into real conflict over religion, if
they want to have a massive amount of
trouble at some future time when the
broadcasters and the people and the re-
ligious institutions in this country find
out what we have done, then, by all
means, vote for this legislation.

First of all, this legislation is op-
posed by religious groups who are
smart enough to know the evil that we
are sowing amongst ourselves today.
That includes the National Council of
Churches of Christ in America and a
large number of other religious institu-
tions which know that they do not
want Government in their business.

Second of all, it is fully possible for a
religious broadcaster to purchase a sta-
tion which they can use for religious
purposes in any fashion they want. It is
also possible for them to bid on an edu-
cational station and to simply estab-
lish that they will provide good edu-
cational services in addition to reli-
gious services. They are doing that all

over this country and are exercising
that right. No one has been kicked off.

The FCC, in its great folly, and I
want to point out I was as critical of
the FCC on that matter as was any-
body else in this Chamber, has with-
drawn the rather silly set of rules
which they were proposing. So there is
no threat to religion, no threat to reli-
gious broadcasters under practices as
they exist today.

Now, I would point out that what
this does is to give essentially a situa-
tion to the American people in which,
first of all, anybody who calls himself
religious or a religious institution can
proceed to go about getting one of
these. And let us talk about who would
receive special preference and special
treatment under this.

The World Church of the Creator, a
White Supremist Institution; the Aum
Supreme Truth, that is the institution
which gassed the Japanese subways;
the Branch Davidians and Mr. David
Koresh; Heaven’s Gate, where there
were suicides in March of 1997 outside
of San Diego; the People’s Temple, run
by Mr. Jim Jones, who poisoned people
with Kool-Aid. These are all subject to
very special and preferential treatment
under the legislation which is pre-
sented to us today.

The Movement for the Restoration of
the Ten Commandments of God in
Uganda, where, on March 17 of this
year, some 1,000 people were killed.
Charles Manson and family, who had a
religious mission we are so told. Satan-
ism would qualify because it is a reli-
gion. And witchcraft or the local coven
could seek to get special preference
under this.

The result of this kind of situation is
the FCC is shortly going to be com-
pelled to come forward and to hold
comparative proceedings between reli-
gious institutions. This is something
which the FCC since its creation has
prudently, carefully, wisely, and suc-
cessfully avoided.

The practical result of comparative
proceedings between two religious
groups or between a religious group
and an educational group, without hav-
ing clear definition of what the pur-
poses of the legislation are or what
must be the defined behavior of the ap-
plicant, is to create a massive oppor-
tunity for real religious difficulties and
troubles which will come back to
plague not only this Chamber but the
people of the United States.

I think that the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY), which will shortly be be-
fore us, is perhaps a way out of this
thicket because it again restores the
responsibility of the FCC to see to it
that the judgment on channels which
are now educational, and they are re-
quired under law to be educational but
may also be religious, is the way to re-
solve the problem to keep the FCC and
this Congress and this Government out
of the business of making selections
with regard to whose religion will re-
ceive a preference in terms of receiving

a license to broadcast on airwaves
which are a public trust.

If we want to get away from that,
then vote for the bill and vote against
the Markey amendment; and we are
going to have all kinds of trouble, and
there are going to be lots of red faces
around this place; and lots of people
who are going to be trying to lie out of
what it was they did at some prior
time.

Now, I repeat, I am no defender of the
FCC. I have gone after them harder
than anybody else in this institution
and with excellent good reason. And I
think their original judgment in this
matter was wrong. But they have with-
drawn that and that issue is no longer.

I would observe that to do what we
are doing here is no correction of any-
thing which is wrong in broadcasting.
Religion broadcasters can now broad-
cast under full license of the FCC.
There are no end of religious broad-
casters who are running religious and
educational stations who have gotten
the right to do that under the regular
practices now in force. There is no rea-
son to change that. And they broadcast
both educational, they broadcast cul-
tural things, like music. And they also
broadcast religion, something which I
applaud.

There is no threat to religious broad-
casting in this country at this time.
The FCC has withdrawn anything
which offered any peril to religion
broadcasters and to the use of our air-
waves for religious purposes. But to
take this legislation and to put the
FCC in a position of having compara-
tive hearings over the question of who
is going to broadcast should gray the
hair of anybody in this Chamber.

I urge colleagues to vote against the
bill, vote for the Markey amendment,
and to support the views that are held
and brought forward by responsible re-
ligious groups and religious broad-
casters.

H.R. 4201 purports to correct a particularly
unwise decision made by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission last year. As many
Members are aware, I am not generally known
to be a great fan of the FCC. It is an agency
that often blunders badly, and this mistake
was certainly no exception. However, what
makes this FCC foul-up unusual is that the
Commission admitted its error and quickly cor-
rected it.

So why is this bill before us? The sponsors
say that legislation is needed to make sure the
FCC does not make the same mistake again
down the road. Ordinarily, I would agree. A
prophylactic measure often is called for when
dealing with an agency—like the FCC—that
seems to take great sport in pushing the limits
of its authority on a regular basis.

Unfortunately, the bill before us is not a sim-
ple prophylactic measure. It goes well beyond
its stated purpose. In fact, it could not be
clearer from the text that its drafters intend to
fundamentally change the character of public
broadcasting in this country.

For nearly 50 years the government has set
aside specially reserved radio and television
channels for public, noncommercial use.
These channels are available to qualified or-
ganizations free of charge, with a catch. The
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catch is that these groups must have an edu-
cational mission, and must broadcast some
educational programming.

This bill would change all that. It would actu-
ally abolish the educational requirement for
public television programs. The bill’s sponsors
seem to think that promoting education is too
much to ask of groups that receive this special
license.

The fact is that the majority of Americans
support public broadcasting as we know it
today. An even greater number believe that
education should be among the nation’s top
priorities. This bill manages to eviscerate not
one, but both of these important American val-
ues in one fell swoop.

The bill suffers additional infirmities. It con-
tains no definition of ‘‘nonprofit organization’’
or ‘‘religious broadcasting’’ to help determine
who is eligible to receive this special license.
As a result, any religious extremist or cult
group would be eligible for a noncommercial li-
cense—at the expense of the American tax-
payer—and program anything it sees fit,
whether educational or not.

Hate speech, religious bigotry, and dooms-
day prophesies are all fair game, so long as
the group asserts a ‘‘religious purpose.’’ Par-
ents who today rely on public television as a
safe haven for their children may have no-
where to turn if this bill is enacted. Sesame
Street and Mr. Rogers’ Neighborhood could be
displaced by programming produced by cult
leaders like Jim Jones and David Koresh—
each of whom would have been eligible to re-
ceive a specially reserved television channel
under this bill.

The Markey amendment, which will be of-
fered later, is an extremely simple, but signifi-
cant, improvement to this legislation that I sup-
port. I would note a particular oddity in the un-
derlying bill. While it eliminates the educational
requirement for public broadcasting, the draft-
ers still use the term ‘‘noncommercial edu-
cational license’’ throughout the text. The Mar-
key amendment would simply restore proper
meaning to this term by requiring an edu-
cational commitment of all public broad-
casters—religious or secular—who hold this
special license.

I urge my colleagues to support the Markey
amendment and oppose H.R. 4201 as re-
ported.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds to correct the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, nothing in this bill cre-
ates a requirement on the commission
to do comparative hearings to decide
which religious broadcaster get a sta-
tion. Nothing could be further from the
truth.

The current law which is incor-
porated in this bill has a four-point
system that is purely sectarian, has no
religious connotations at all. It deals
with diversity, statewide networks,
technical parameters, and establishes
local entity points that are awarded to
the winner of these licenses, totally no
connection at all to whether or not
this entity is religious.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HALL), who
is in support of the legislation.

(Mr. HALL of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. HALL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I

rise today in support of the Non-
commercial Broadcasting Freedom of
Expression Act. It is a bill, as has been
said here many times, that will ensure
that Americans are going to continue
to enjoy the broadcasting of church
services and other religious program-
ming that is on our Nation’s broadcast
channels. I have high regard for the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) who just spoke. He named off a
group of people that really should not
have had access to the channels. They
did have. But of the 12 the Master
picked, one of them was bad, that was
Judas, and that is about the only one
most people can name.

This is a bill that would preserve the
freedom of religion and religious ex-
pression, and I think prevents the FCC
from regulating the content like they
did some time back.

H.R. 4201 is an outgrowth of a deci-
sion by the FCC that would have re-
stricted religious broadcasting on tele-
vision. This action, and I think it was
done without the benefit of any public
comment or any congressional input, I
believe it was done December 28 or 29
when Congress was not even in session
and Congress was not even in town,
would have forced some religious tele-
vision broadcasters to either alter
their programming or risk losing their
licenses. The FCC ruling was wrong
from both a procedural and a constitu-
tional standpoint. It would have set a
dangerous precedent that would have
suppressed religious broadcasting and
narrowed the definition of what is con-
sidered educational.

In response to this ruling, several of
us got together and thousands of Amer-
icans in protesting the action of the
FCC and called for an immediate rever-
sal of this ruling. Now, something hap-
pened after we made that calling and
that insistence. The gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING) was among
those, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
OXLEY), and others of us. The FCC
backed down on it. And unless they
were definitely and totally wrong not
only in their action but in how they
took that action, they would not have
taken that backward step. I also joined
several of my colleagues in cospon-
soring the Oxley bill, the Religious
Broadcasting Freedom Act, which
could have required the FCC to follow
established agency rule-making proce-
dures.

H.R. 4201 is an outgrowth of these ef-
forts and goes a step further by making
it a little bit easier for religious broad-
casters to obtain noncommercial edu-
cational broadcast licenses. I am
pleased to join the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. PICKERING) and others
on both sides of the aisle as a cospon-
sor of this important legislation.

In closing, we need this bill to ensure
that there will be no erosion of freedom
of religious programming in America.
Mr. Speaker, we need this bill to en-
sure that Americans will continue to

enjoy the religious broadcasting that
they have come to depend upon. And
we need this bill to ensure that the
Federal Government does not become
involved in regulating content of our
broadcast programming.

I urge my colleagues to vote to up-
hold freedom of expression by voting in
support of H.R. 4201 as it is now writ-
ten.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume in
conclusion on this portion of the
debate.

The gentleman from Louisiana con-
tends that there will be no comparative
test that has to be put in place by the
Federal Communications Commission
in order to determine which one of two
religions is better qualified for the
maintenance of a particular public tel-
evision station in a particular commu-
nity. But the reality is that once his
language is adopted, once a television
station, a public television station, can
be primarily religious, then necessarily
that test is incorporated into the his-
torical set of criteria which must be
looked at by the Federal Communica-
tions Commission to determine which
potential applicant is more qualified to
operate a public television station in a
particular community.

In other words, Federal Communica-
tions Commission which historically
has meant Federal Communications
Commission, will be changed from
FCC, Federal Communications Com-
mission to FCC, Faith Content Com-
mission. The FCC will have to deter-
mine which of the two religions is bet-
ter qualified to run a public television
station.

Now, do we really want the FCC to be
in the business of determining which
religion is better qualified, which one
is more primarily religious in its oper-
ation of a public television station? I
do not think we really want that. I
think that the historical standard of
which of the applicants will better
serve the educational needs of a com-
munity is the standard which we
should maintain, it has served our
country well, and it is one which I be-
lieve once the debate moves to the
Markey amendment will be better un-
derstood by all who are watching it,
and ultimately I think, hopefully, sup-
ported so that we can maintain that
status which has served our country so
well.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from California (Mr. COX), a member of
the Committee on Commerce.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
THORNBERRY). The gentleman from
California (Mr. COX) is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I agree with
essentially all of the arguments that
were advanced by the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) and the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. DIN-
GELL) just now in opposition to this bill
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because everything that they said
makes sense. We ought not to have the
FCC become the Faith-based Content
Commission. The reason we are here on
the floor is that that is exactly what
the FCC tried to do.

Six months ago, the FCC ruled that
church services would not qualify as
general education programming. Six
months ago, the FCC ruled that the
broadcast of religious views would not
constitute educational programming.
The FCC ruled that the broadcast of re-
ligious beliefs would not qualify as
educational programming. The FCC
put this out in the form of a rule. They,
not the Congress, put the word ‘‘reli-
gion’’ into the test for whether or not
you could get a broadcast license. And
so this legislation is necessary to take
away that discretion. So much for the
arguments made by the gentleman
from Massachusetts.

The gentleman from Michigan then
says, ‘‘Well, it’s not necessary to be
here on the floor because the FCC has
withdrawn their stupid rule,’’ and
many of the minority who spoke
against this bill called the FCC’s ac-
tion stupid. It was withdrawn, they
said, because the FCC should not have
ventured into this area. This legisla-
tion is necessary to take away power
that the FCC apparently thinks it has,
but no one in the majority or the mi-
nority wishes them to have, to adopt
such a significant policy change as
they attempted to do here to take reli-
gious broadcasting off the air without
any public notice or input.

We should vote for this legislation
for this reason. Here is what it says:
The Commission should not engage in
regulating the content of speech. That
is what this is all about. Vote aye.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to H.R. 4201, the Non-Com-
mercial Broadcasting Freedom of Ex-
pression Act. This legislation elimi-
nates the educational requirement
from non-commercial public radio and
television stations that receive free
spectrum. This program was created by
the Federal Communications Commis-
sion (FCC) nearly fifty years ago to
serve the needs of our communities and
provide educational programming to
all of our families. I simply cannot
watch this scarce and valuable re-
source be endangered by this bill. Pres-
sure for spectrum is more intense than
ever. I believe it is important to main-
tain the longstanding commitment to
programs of broad public educational
content.

As it stands, religious broadcasters
are currently eligible for a license for
non-commercial educational (NCE)
broadcast television channels if they
can demonstrate that their program-
ming will be ‘‘primarily educational’’
in nature. H.R. 4201 eliminates the re-
quirement that programming have an
educational content.

This bill would set the stage for un-
welcome government interference into
religion. It would place the FCC in the
untenable position of picking between

competing claims of various denomina-
tions and religions—a dangerous prece-
dent in which the government would be
expressing a preference of one religion
over another. With this legislation, the
FCC would be forced into a position in
which it must choose between two op-
posing religious groups that are com-
peting for the same license. This is in
clear violation of the First Amend-
ment. Moreover, the elimination of the
educational requirement opens the
door to allow any fringe group in
America to qualify for a free broadcast
license.

Some have said that the Non-Com-
mercial Broadcasting Freedom of Ex-
pression Act was spurred on by a mis-
guided ruling on the part of the FCC
this past December. The FCC approved
Cornerstone TeleVision Inc.’s applica-
tion for an NCE license with ‘‘addi-
tional guidance’’ intended to clarify
the current standards and stating that
at least one-half of Cornerstone’s
broadcasting needed to meet an edu-
cational purpose. The FCC also offered
guidance as to what constituted edu-
cational programming. After a great
deal of criticism from across the polit-
ical spectrum for the undue meddling
of the FCC, the agency rescinded the
‘‘additional guidance’’ section of the li-
cense approval offer. The problem had
been solved. Yet, this legislation,
which aims to prevent undue govern-
ment interference in the future, cre-
ates a new problem as the FCC deter-
mines which religious organizations
warrant a license and which do not.

Mr. Speaker, the whole proposition
raises many troubling questions which
leaves me convinced we are better off
under present law. I fully support reli-
gious organizations being eligible to
apply for and receive non-commercial
broadcast licenses as prescribed under
current statute. Many of these organi-
zations are already broadcasting edu-
cational programming successfully and
adding to our greater understanding of
faith and religion. The goal here is to
preserve the integrity of a program
that brought our children high quality
shows such as Sesame Street and Mr.
Roger’s Neighborhood. At its very core,
public broadcasting was meant to have
an educational purpose. To eliminate
that provision is to place this entire
program at risk.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, let me start by
thanking my colleagues from the Commerce
Committee, Subcommittee Chairmen TAUZIN
and OXLEY as well as CHIP PICKERING, for their
hard work on this important issue.

Last December, while we were all back in
our Districts for the holidays, the FCC at-
tempted to get into the business of deter-
mining acceptable programming for public
broadcasters.

Included a decision regarding a specific
radio station in Pittsburgh, the FCC created
‘‘additional guidelines’’ that could have had
sweeping changes to the way many broad-
casters operate.

The FCC tried to claim that the changes
were simple clarifications.

Further, the FCC also tried to make these
changes without appropriate notice and com-
ment.

The fact is that some in the FCC wanted to
make the statement that religious expression
is not educational and thus calling into ques-
tion the noncommercial broadcast licenses
held by religious organizations.

The truth of the matter is that these
changes were more than clarifications. Beyond
bad policy, the FCC’s failure to allow the gen-
eral public a chance to comment is equally
harmful.

And criticism of these changes was uni-
versal. In fact, the outrage was so over-
whelming that FCC rescinded their order in
twenty-nine days. The FCC knew it was in the
wrong and quickly tried to get out of the mess.

But what happens if in the future the FCC
tries the same thing? What happens if instead
of an explicit policy, the proposed additional
guidance is implicitly used by staff behind
closed doors?

It is now up to Congress to make sure
something like this doesn’t happen again. We
have a responsibility to prevent the FCC from
making content regulations for religious broad-
casters using our nation’s airwaves. We can
achieve this today by passing H.R. 4201.

We are here not because the Federal Com-
munications Commission simply made a mis-
take. We are here to make it abundantly clear
that the FCC shall not have authority to im-
pose such requirements now, or in the future.

Congress must act now and H.R. 4201 is
the right legislation. I urge all Members to sup-
port this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for general debate has expired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. MARKEY

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. MARKEY:

H.R. 4201
Strike all after the enacting clause and in-

sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Noncommer-
cial Broadcasting Freedom of Expression Act
of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. CLARIFICATION OF SERVICE OBLIGA-

TIONS OF NONCOMMERCIAL EDU-
CATIONAL OR PUBLIC BROADCAST
STATIONS.

(a) SERVICE CONDITIONS.—Section 309 of the
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 309) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new subsection:

‘‘(m) SERVICE CONDITIONS ON NONCOMMER-
CIAL EDUCATIONAL AND PUBLIC BROADCAST
STATIONS.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A nonprofit educational
organization shall be eligible to hold a non-
commercial educational radio or television
license if the station is used primarily to
broadcast material that the organization de-
termines serves an educational, instruc-
tional, cultural, or educational religious pur-
pose (or any combination of such purposes)
in the station’s community of license, unless
that determination is arbitrary or unreason-
able.

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL CONTENT-BASED REQUIRE-
MENTS PROHIBITED.—The Commission shall
not—
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‘‘(A) impose or enforce any quantitative re-

quirement on noncommercial educational
radio or television licenses based on the
number of hours of programming that serve
educational, instructional, cultural, or reli-
gious purposes; or

‘‘(B) impose or enforce any other require-
ment on the content of the programming
broadcast by a licensee, permittee, or appli-
cant for a noncommercial educational radio
or television license that is not imposed and
enforced on a licensee, permittee, or appli-
cant for a commercial radio or television li-
cense, respectively.

‘‘(3) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this subsection shall be construed as
affecting—

‘‘(A) any obligation of noncommercial edu-
cational television broadcast stations under
the Children’s Television Act of 1990 (47
U.S.C. 303a, 303b); or

‘‘(B) the requirements of section 396, 399,
399A, and 399B of this Act.’’.

(b) POLITICAL BROADCASTING EXEMPTION.—
Section 312(a)(7) of the Communications Act
of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 312(a)(7)) is amended by in-
serting ‘‘, other than a noncommercial edu-
cational broadcast station,’’ after ‘‘use of a
broadcasting station’’.

(c) AUDIT OF COMPLIANCE WITH DONOR PRI-
VACY PROTECTION REQUIREMENTS.—Section
396(l)(3)(B)(ii) of the Communications Act of
1934 (47 U.S.C. 396(l)(3)(B)(ii)) is amended—

(1) in subclause (I), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, and shall include
a determination of the compliance of the en-
tity with the requirements of subsection
(k)(12)’’; and

(2) in subclause (II), by inserting before the
semicolon the following: ‘‘, except that such
statement shall include a statement regard-
ing the extent of the compliance of the enti-
ty with the requirements of subsection
(k)(12)’’.

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.—Consistent with the
requirements of section 3 of this Act, the
Federal Communications Commission shall
amend sections 73.1930 through 73.1944 of its
rules (47 C.F.R. 73.1930–73.1944) to provide
that those sections do not apply to non-
commercial educational broadcast stations.
SEC. 3. RULEMAKING.

(a) LIMITATION.—After the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall not establish, ex-
pand, or otherwise modify requirements re-
lating to the service obligations of non-
commercial educational radio or television
stations except by means of agency rule-
making conducted in accordance with chap-
ter 5 of title 5, United States Code, and other
applicable law (including the amendments
made by section 2).

(b) RULEMAKING DEADLINE.—The Federal
Communications Commission shall prescribe
such revisions to its regulations as may be
necessary to comply with the amendment
made by section 2 within 270 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 527, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) and the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. TAUZIN) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
This amendment is very straight-
forward and very simple. It restores
the word ‘‘educational’’ in two key
areas. First, in establishing eligibility
to obtain a noncommercial educational
license, a public TV station, it stipu-

lates that one must not merely be any
nonprofit organization but rather a
nonprofit educational organization.

Secondly, it restores the educational
basis for the programming by adding
the word ‘‘educational’’ before the
word ‘‘religious’’ in the underlying leg-
islation.

The point here is that noncommer-
cial educational licenses should have
an educational basis. If we do not pass
the Markey substitute, the underlying
bill has the effect of gutting the edu-
cational basis for public television be-
cause it would permit religious pro-
gramming to qualify for such licenses
24 hours a day, 7 days a week.

Now, many of us would be very happy
to have religious organizations broad-
cast in our communities, and many do
so today under commercial licenses. A
few also do so on noncommercial edu-
cational licenses, yet adhering to the
educational requirements that such li-
censes hold. Nothing in this amend-
ment would prevent religious program-
ming. It simply states that in order to
have a public TV license, a non-
commercial educational license, you
must be primarily educational in your
programming.

I know that we have a difference of
interpretation of what the sponsors of
the bill believe their bill does. The
sponsors believe that their bill does not
change the eligibility requirements
and operational requirements of non-
commercial educational licenses, that
is, public TV stations across the coun-
try. I continue to believe that the dele-
tion of the word ‘‘educational’’ from
the eligibility requirements so that
noncommercial educational licenses
are able to be licensed to any nonprofit
organization as well as the inclusion of
the word ‘‘religious’’ as a category of
broadcast material for which these li-
censees must primarily serve their
communities is a fundamental change.

The FCC has indicated that some re-
ligious programming will certainly
qualify as educational. It always has.
But we must remember that we have
set these broadcast licenses aside to
serve the community with educational
programming. We have exempted these
licenses from the auction process.

Again, that is not to say religious or-
ganizations cannot be noncommercial
educational licensees. Many already
hold such licenses under the current li-
censing regime. The only question is
whether we are going to change the na-
ture of the trusteeship of the public’s
spectrum. Again, these are our public
airwaves. We ought to ensure that
these licenses that have been specifi-
cally set aside to serve the community,
the entire community, with edu-
cational, noncommercial programming
serves to the maximum extent possible
the educational needs of the whole
community. Religious organizations
can certainly fulfill that role. We wel-
come them in that role. But we do not
have to change the eligibility and oper-
ational requirements for them to effec-
tively participate.

Again, I believe that we tread on
very dangerous ground where sectarian
messages intended for the followers of
a particular religion are licensed to
displace nonsectarian educational mes-
sages intended for the entire commu-
nity. Again, I believe we go too far
where the government favors religious
messages by specifically blessing them
by exempting them from spectrum auc-
tions.

My amendment simply restores the
educational focus for these licenses,
and I hope that the House supports it.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me first say the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts’ amend-
ment is not simple at all. It is not sim-
ple at all. By reinserting the word
‘‘educational’’ in front of the word ‘‘re-
ligious,’’ what the gentleman from
Massachusetts is doing is giving the
FCC the authority to decide which reli-
gious programming is educational
enough according to their standards.
That is precisely what they tried to do
in December. It is precisely the wrong,
stupid action they took in December
that even my colleagues on the other
side have condemned as stupid and for
which they turned around with a 4-to-
1 vote and reversed themselves. This
amendment would give them the power
to do it again. And at least one of the
commissioners said, given the chance,
she will do it again, she will put the
commission in the business of deciding
which religious program, which reli-
gious message is educational enough to
satisfy a Federal bureaucrat.
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If it is not, the license can get pulled.

Would that not be wonderful in Amer-
ica? Would we not be really blessed to
have this amendment in the law, to
give five federally appointed bureau-
crats the right to say which religious
messages are okay on these non-
commercial stations and which are
not?

Now, the gentleman will make us be-
lieve that there are only a few of these
stations, just a little rare exception
somewhere. My friends, there are 800 to
1,000 religious radio broadcasters hold-
ing noncommercial licenses today in
radio. All across America, there are re-
ligious organizations and family groups
who have religious programming on
these stations, and nobody until De-
cember, nobody in Washington had the
nerve, had the audacity under our Con-
stitution to suggest that they knew
better than those programmers what
was good religious programming, what
was educational enough to satisfy the
bureaucrats up here in Washington.

Like bureaucrats in Washington
know the value of religion in our
homes and in our communities. Let me
tell you where these stations are, they
are across America. There are 23 reli-
gious television stations in America,
23, I say to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY), not just a few.
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There is one, for example, in Ta-

koma, Washington, the Korean Amer-
ican Missions Incorporated. There is
one in San Antonio, Texas, the His-
panic Community Educational TV, In-
corporated. There is one in West Mil-
ford, New Jersey, Family Stations of
New Jersey, Incorporated; The Word of
God Fellowship in Denver, Colorado.
They are across America.

There are stations that own these
noncommercial licenses and do reli-
gious broadcasting for the good of this
country and the good of families all
over America; and the bureaucrats in
Washington would like the right to put
them off the air because their religious
views are not educational enough to
satisfy whatever the standards of five
commissioners sitting at the FCC are.

For heaven’s sake, do we really want
to give them that power? If we really
do, adopt this amendment; that is what
it does. If we want to take the power
away from the FCC to decide whether a
religious message or program or reli-
gious church service is educational
enough to meet these standards, what-
ever they are, then vote for this bill;
that is all it does.

It simply says for the future the FCC
can no longer try to do the stupid thing
they tried to do in December and the
thing they would be allowed to do if
the Markey amendment is adopted. We
need to defeat this amendment and
pass this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ESHOO).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the Markey amendment, and
I urge my colleagues to do the same.
The bill we are voting on today is quite
simply an overreaction. The FCC at-
tempted to clarify a rule. It then made
a controversial decision and subse-
quently withdrew it, as they should
have.

Today, my Republican friends at the
behest of conservative religious groups
are seeking to make sure that the FCC
can never again venture into this area.
They are seeking to use the power of
the Congress to write a statute that
fences the FCC off from this area.

Now, some may think this is the way
that the Congress should spend its
time. I think the FCC acknowledged
that it made the mistake that it did;
but it is overreaction, because the bill
goes even beyond overreaction.

The bill is showpiece legislation for
religious groups in my view. It is un-
necessary. It is very, very poorly draft-
ed, and it creates a bad precedent; but
these are not criteria which exclude us
from considering it. It goes beyond
that.

The bill contains a very dangerous
constitutional flaw. It opens the door
for religions to qualify for a free non-
commercial educational license pro-
vided at taxpayer expense.

We should strike that portion of the
bill, by at least passing this amend-

ment. Without this amendment, in my
view, the legislation makes clear that
the majority intends to change the fun-
damental nature of public broadcasting
in America.

No longer will anyone have to prove
their educational mission to obtain an
educational noncommercial television
license.

That standard will be changed. It will
be relaxed to require only that a reli-
gious purpose exists. And how will the
FCC define that religious purpose? It
cannot; because the Government really
has no business defining it. Therefore,
anyone calling itself a religion can
qualify; anyone including cults and
charlatans that have called themselves
prophets and even some that spread
hate in our country, people like David
Koresh, and Jim Jones others.

I do not think the Congress wants
that. I do not think the country wants
that. Mr. Speaker, without this amend-
ment, the bill will present the FCC
with the choice of choosing between re-
ligious groups. On its face it presents
an unconstitutional predicament for
the FCC.

In practice, it will allow potentially
anyone to qualify for this free license.
I appreciate the intent of those that
support this bill. Many Members on the
Committee on Commerce expressed
what I think were somewhat sincere
views. Protecting religious expression
is not only a worthwhile objective for
this Congress, it is our duty.

Remember the oath that we all took,
when we were sworn in. Mr. Speaker,
we should pass this amendment, if we
do not, we will be passing legislation
that will be overturned as unconstitu-
tional. And more importantly, if we do
not, we are providing television time
and taxpayer money to underwrite reli-
gion. This is a slippery slope of govern-
ment sponsorship of religion itself.

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of this
amendment. It makes sense. It is good
for the country. We do not need to be
taking up the time of the Court to
strike down the unconstitutional work
of the Congress.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Speaker, again, to correct the
RECORD, without the Markey amend-
ment, the legislation, standing as it is,
does not create any new standards to
judge these licenses. The legislation
codifies the words and the status quo,
the old standard, the commission al-
ways used until December. It simply
says that they will yield to the discre-
tion of the religious broadcaster in its
own programming, unless that discre-
tion is exercised in an arbitrary or un-
reasonable manner, and they have al-
ways had that standard, that is, the
standard in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. OXLEY).

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the Markey amendment.

It is always a good debating point to
set up a straw man. In this case, my
friend from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY) sets up this straw man as being
some kind of a cult that would some-
how get a noncommercial license and
proselytize through that operation.

I would simply say to my friend from
Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY), that the
legislation that was debated in com-
mittee, now being debated on the floor,
is pretty clear, that unless it is unrea-
sonable or arbitrary that the decision
by the broadcaster will maintain and,
in fact, that is the way it was from
time immemorial until the FCC in this
middle-of-the-night decision over the
holidays determined that they would
use a rather ordinary license swap to
try to maintain their ability to deter-
mine what content was in the area of
religious broadcasting; and had it not
been for the Congress and Members of
the Committee on Commerce acting
quickly to point out what problems
that decision would bring, had it not
been for that outcry and the outcry
from the people of this country, the
FCC would have never decided to re-
scind that decision.

This bill makes certain that no mat-
ter who is at the FCC, no matter who
appoints an FCC in the future, that
these kinds of arbitrary decisions based
on educational or cultural content ba-
sically determining what that content
is by the Government shall not main-
tain, and that is really why this legis-
lation is absolutely necessary.

If I was confident that in the future
any FCC would follow the standard
procedures that they had in the past
and license swaps and decisions on li-
censes, I would feel a lot more com-
fortable. But I have to say that we
have evidence to the contrary. Three
FCC commissioners, the three Demo-
crat FCC commissioners made the de-
termination that they would determine
what content in religious broadcasting
was all about.

We are, indeed, representatives of the
people. The FCC, despite being an inde-
pendent agency, is essentially bureau-
crats that interpret the law. We write
the laws, so this legislation sets us
back where we were very comfortably
before understanding what the purview
of the status was and understanding
the role of the FCC.

Ultimately, the FCC cannot, should
not be an arbiter of what content is in
this form of broadcasting, and that is
ultimately what this decision is all
about.

I do not know whether my friend
from Massachusetts (Mr. MARKEY) sup-
ported the original decision by the FCC
or the decision to overturn it, but I do
know where he stands on this issue.
This legislation is absolutely critical.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. DINGELL).

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I have
never met a group of people who so
were irked by the possibility of straw
men being set up, who have dem-
onstrated such massive talent to create
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a straw man, and I want to salute my
good friend from Ohio for his ability to
create a straw man. His straw man is
the FCC. Now, the FCC has totally
withdrawn the order. I opposed it; the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MARKEY) opposed the order. The order
is no longer a reality; it is gone.

The FCC is still the skunk at the pic-
nic. Now, I have been more critical of
the FCC than anybody in the body. I
am quite delighted to castigate them
when they are wrong. The simple fact
of the matter is, they are not a factor
in the debate before us.

Now, let us look at what the amend-
ment does. It inserts the word edu-
cational in two places in the legisla-
tion, one at page 4 and one at page 3;
and the purpose of that is to see to it
that the organizations which seek this
are, in fact, setting it up for edu-
cational purposes and that they are, in
fact, educational organizations. That is
what existing law is.

Mr. Speaker, the practical effect of
this is to assure that the FCC will not
be compelled to hold comparative hear-
ings, as they must do when there is a
contest, to choose between two dif-
ferent religious organizations, or be-
tween a religious organization and a
secular organization.

I think if this country wants to pro-
ceed down the path of triggering the
religious wars, which have plagued this
race of men, and I am not talking
about in the United States, but in Eng-
land, to set up a situation where gov-
ernment is going to have to choose be-
tween religions, between religious
teachings or between applicants who
might have a religious purpose, is prob-
ably the finest way to return to the un-
fortunate days of the religious wars.

Mr. Speaker, what happens if several
religious organizations apply to the
FCC to get a license to broadcast under
the bill as it is drawn? Then the FCC
must commence a process of compara-
tive hearings which will then choose.
Now the only thing these applicants
must do under the legislation which is
before us is to set out that their pur-
pose is to teach certain kinds of reli-
gion.

Mr. Speaker, I do not know which
one it would be, but that would be then
the problem before the FCC, which reli-
gion? Which religious groups? Which
religious tenets must they choose?

I would note that the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MARKEY) generally restores
existing law. It does not make possible
the FCC to return to its follies which
have triggered this sorry mess, but I
would note for the benefit of my col-
leagues on the other side that it pre-
vents the FCC from making a decision
on religious grounds.

It also prevents the courts from hav-
ing before them a question which is
bottomed on a religion-based applica-
tion by an applicant for a particular li-
cense and for a particular wave length.

Now, I think we ought to understand
that this is not the kind of choice that

we want to have made in this country.
Government must stay out of religious
matters and leave these as private
judgments to the people who wish to
believe and to allow them to choose
that which they believe without any
kind of government preference.

Now, it would appear that this is
some question of religion against secu-
larism. Nothing is further from the
truth. I would remind my colleagues
that there are many religious broad-
casters who oppose the legislation and
who support the principles of the Mar-
key amendment, not the least of whom
are the National Council of Churches of
Christ in America, the Interfaith Alli-
ance, and the Unitarian Universalist
Associations of Congregations.

I would note something else. We are
not without a prospering group of reli-
gious broadcasters; there are over a
thousand of them. They have a regular
program of mailing and discussing
issues with Members of Congress.
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I have met with my religious broad-
casters; and I receive large amounts of
mail, which I respond to as courteously
and carefully as I know how. They are
a valuable force in our community, and
they are not threatened by either the
status quo or the Markey amendment.
The responsible ones amongst them
will agree, there is no peril to them.

If you want to put government in the
midst of picking religions, picking reli-
gious broadcasters, supporting reli-
gious tenets and teaching, and oppos-
ing to others, to vote for the bill as it
is submitted is a fine way to accom-
plish that purpose.

If you want to see that government
stays out and that we take care of not
only religious broadcasters, as they
should in a fair and proper way, but
that we take care of education, because
I would remind my colleagues, this is a
raid on the educational broadcasting
system, the educational broadcasting
networks and upon public broad-
casting, I would point out if this legis-
lation is passed, you are going to find
any imaginable form of religious crank
or crackpot to come forward to claim
priority in terms of religious broad-
casting licenses. Reverend Koresh, Jim
Jones, any one of many, can come in
and then force your government, your
agency, the FCC and this Congress, to
address who is entitled to a broad-
casting license.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, the Chair
is pleased to yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from Mississippi (Mr. PICK-
ERING), the author of the legislation.

Mr. PICKERING. Mr. Speaker, again
I rise, this time in opposition to the
Markey amendment. Let me do two or
three things: One, establish what the
real agenda is in this case; establish
the record; and then talk a little bit
from personal experience.

One, what is the agenda? What hap-
pened in the case that was decided in
December, the license in Pittsburgh?
After the guidelines came out, the

Pittsburgh station, the religious broad-
caster withdrew its application because
it did not want to submit itself to the
FCC guidelines.

The real agenda here is to banish, to
remove, to exclude, the religious voice,
the religious broadcasters, from non-
commercial licenses, educational li-
censes. The gentleman from Massachu-
setts has been very clear. He sees this
as public, as educational, not as reli-
gious. They have plenty of commercial
space, but they should not be on the
public and the educational. He does not
see them as performing an educational
role, a cultural role or instructional
role. The agenda is clear: Banish the
religious voice from the non-commer-
cial spectrum.

If there is a public park, do not let
the religious children play. Make them
go to the commercial strip mall, and
that is the only place we will let them
play. But not in the public park. There
is no place for the religious voice in
our park.

Now, we are all somewhat motivated
and guided by our own personal experi-
ences. I think many on the other side
look at the religious discrimination
and religious bigotry and religious bias
that has occurred in our history and
they see the religious practices as dan-
gerous devices.

I have to admit I come to this floor
with great concern and disappointment
in my heart. I have great respect for
the gentleman from Massachusetts and
the gentleman from Michigan, but
what has taken place today on this
floor is that they try to take the worst
examples, the David Koreshes, the Jim
Joneses, and they demonize and they
isolate and they marginalize the reli-
gious voice.

They take the whole group of reli-
gious broadcasters, and there are over
800 non-commercial religious broad-
casters today on radio, and there is not
one case, not one case that they can
cite of any extreme, hate or group that
has not behaved responsibly in per-
forming their public interest, their
community service, their educational,
their cultural, their instructional roles
and responsibilities in the community.
Not one example.

In the Supreme Court case, Peyote,
the Supreme Court said there is no
government obligation to protect those
who incite hate or who incite violence.
So if there is a David Koresh or if there
is a Jim Jones who wants this license,
they will not be protected under Su-
preme Court precedent and under the
language of our legislation.

Look at the report language: ‘‘. . .
that the organization determines
serves an educational, instructional,
cultural or religious purpose in the sta-
tion’s community of license.’’ The new
section also mandates that such deter-
mination by the broadcaster may not
be arbitrary or unreasonable. If it is a
hate-based, extreme group, they will be
viewed as unreasonable and arbitrary.
They will not be able to maintain their
license if they are those types of
groups.
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But by tainting those who are re-

sponsibly serving their community
now, I think it is frankly wrong, and it
is doing exactly what those on the
other side hate. They are demonizing,
they are marginalizing, they are iso-
lating, which then leads to discrimina-
tion.

The religious voice in the public
square or in the public park is good for
our country. It has been that way from
our beginning, it is that way today,
and we simply want to protect and pre-
serve that and prohibit the FCC from
coming in and regulating and control-
ling and stifling religious expression.

The gentleman from Michigan and
the gentlewoman from California say
that the Markey amendment will sim-
ply return us to the past precedent, the
past practice. That is not the case. It
will return us to the FCC guidelines
issued in December, which they both
said was wrong, which led to a regu-
latory regime of a speech police at the
FCC, determining what is and what is
not acceptable or unacceptable reli-
gious speech, what is educational in
their eyes.

I urge all of my colleagues, let us not
divide, let us not demonize; let us pro-
tect our fundamental history and leg-
acy of religious liberty. There are
those that are now performing vital
roles in their communities. Let us not
prevent them from doing so in the fu-
ture.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, again, let me come
back to clarify once again. Under exist-
ing law, religious broadcasters are able
to operate public television stations in
the United States. However, they do so
accepting the responsibility that they
must serve primarily the educational
needs of the entire community, al-
though they are free to also broadcast
their own religious beliefs. But, pri-
marily under existing law, they must
serve the educational needs of the en-
tire community.

Under the bill being proposed here
today, that very same religion will now
be freed up to broadcast exclusively
their own religious beliefs, 24 hours a
day, 7 days a week. Now, that is a big
change, a big change, in the history of
public broadcasting in our country.

No one has any objection to the ex-
isting religious broadcasters on non-
commercial educational broadcasting
stations. No one has any objection to
the existing standards continuing to be
used in order to define whether or not
they are serving the community well.
But we do object to the standard which
the majority is seeking to propound
here today, which, in my opinion, will
be a violation, an encroachment, on
the establishment clause of the United
States Constitution, of the first
amendment, which creates a very
strong line of demarcation between the
state and religion.

Here a public broadcasting station
will be used by an individual religion
to propound primarily religious mes-

sages all day long on a public broad-
casting station, and I think at the end
of the day that is wrong and it is some-
thing which should be rejected, as the
Markey amendment seeks to correct it
on the House floor here today.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Let me point out that the problem is
that the FCC got into doing that. It got
into trying to say which religious con-
tent was educational enough to please
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY) or anyone else in this
country. That is what was wrong. It ba-
sically said a church service was not
educational enough, a sermon perhaps
by the Reverend Jessie Jackson on the
Ten Commandments would not be edu-
cational enough for these commis-
sioners, and they were going to decide
when these religious broadcasters were
or were not meeting the standards of
the FCC, as to whether or not their re-
ligious beliefs, sermons, and services
were educational enough. How crazy.
Thank God they backed down from it.
We need to make sure they never go
back to it. That is why the Markey
amendment needs to be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. STEARNS).

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, what we
are talking about with the Markey
amendment is the FCC deciding what
the educational religious intent of tele-
vision broadcasting is. So I pose these
questions for the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MARKEY).

Will the Christmas Mass at the Vati-
can be able to be broadcast under his
amendment? Obviously it is religious.
Under the gentleman’s amendment,
you would no longer see the Christmas
Mass at the Vatican on non-commer-
cial TV.

What about the performance of the
Messiah at the Washington National
Cathedral here? Under the gentleman’s
amendment, no longer shall we see
this.

The National Day of Prayer here in
Congress, which is televised, many of
the non-commercial religious stations
broadcast that. No longer.

Opening prayer of House and Senate.
You could stretch this on and on and
on and on. Teaching the Ten Com-
mandments. Under the Markey amend-
ment, all of this would be gone, and
that is why two-thirds of the Demo-
crats who are on the commission voted
to overturn their own ruling, because
they realized what they did was wrong.

What we have today is the FCC cre-
ating a category of politically correct,
government-approved religious speech.
Let me repeat that. The Markey
amendment is creating a category of
politically correct, government-ap-
proved religious speech.

Interesting, as one commissioner
said, ‘‘If you believe what you are say-
ing about religion, you cannot say it
on the non-commercial television band;

but if you don’t believe what you are
saying, then you can.’’ That is the par-
adox that the Markey amendment is
providing here.

As I mentioned earlier, I think it is
unconstitutional to let the FCC have
this amount of power. Many of us
think the FCC as an agency could be
done away with. This whole idea of
educational TV is being replaced
through the Internet, through
broadband, through wireless, through
the cable. You get 250 channels through
direct television. And here we are com-
ing down on religious broadcasting
that has been around since the start,
the very start, of television broad-
casting. We are totally changing this
with this amendment. It has far-reach-
ing implications.

So I ask my colleagues, do they want
to do away with religious broadcasting
completely and strip all religious
broadcasting from television? Then
they should vote for the Markey
amendment. If they believe that they
want to do away with the broadcasting
of the Christmas Mass at the Vatican,
vote for the Markey amendment. If
they believe that the performance of
the Messiah at the Washington Cathe-
dral is wrong and they do not want to
see it on non-commercial television,
then they should vote for his amend-
ment. In fact, simply the instructions
for proselytizing or talking about reli-
gion on television will become history
under the Markey amendment.

So I would close, Mr. Speaker, with
these comments: The Markey amend-
ment would create an educational reli-
gious purpose and play into the hands
of those at the FCC that want to have
the say over content of religious pro-
gramming. Instead of providing clarity,
which the Pickering amendment does,
and protection from a hyperactive
FCC, and I think Members on both
sides of the aisle would agree that the
FCC is hyperactive, instead of that, in
reining in their power, we are giving
them more power, and we are creating
confusion for religious broadcasters
and threatening their very existence.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

b 1215

Mr. Speaker, just so we can once
again clarify, under existing law, the
way we have operated for the last 50
years in this country, Christmas mass
can be on a public television station.
Handel’s Messiah can be on a public
television station, as long as the opera-
tors of that public television station
are serving primarily the educational
needs of the community. However,
under this amendment, Christmas mass
can be on 24 hours a day, 7 days a week,
365 days a year, if that religion decides
that that is the only thing that they
want to put on. They do not have to
any longer serve any of the educational
needs of the community at all.

Under existing law, Christmas mass
is on; Handel’s Messiah is on. The edu-
cational needs are served. Under their



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4697June 20, 2000
amendment, their bill, all day long, re-
ligion 24 hours a day, one particular re-
ligion operating the public broad-
casting station in town with no re-
quirement to serve the educational
needs of the community in any other
way, shape or form. The children in the
community, the local institutions in
the community, and no one else.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute to correct the record.

Again, there are over 1,000 religious
broadcasters who do religious broad-
casting all day long, today. They do
not do educational programming and
also religious programming; they do re-
ligious programming all day long.
Never in the history of that broad-
casting has any government bureau-
crat ever had the audacity to come in
and decide which of that religious
broadcasting was educational enough
for their purposes, whether the mass
was educational enough, a sermon was.

But I will tell my colleagues what
this commission tried to do in Decem-
ber. They tried to say that if 50 percent
of it did not meet their standards, then
they are off the air. This bill will pre-
vent that ever happening again. The
Markey amendment gives them a back
door to do exactly what they did in De-
cember, to come in and say, we decide
that 50 percent of it needs to be reli-
gious broadcasting that we think is
educational enough; and if it is not,
they are off the air. That is why it
needs to be defeated.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 6 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr. Cox).

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

We are all agreed here, I think, hav-
ing listened to the debate, we are all
agreed on both sides of the aisle and on
all sides of this question that the Gov-
ernment should not regulate the con-
tent of speech of noncommercial broad-
casters and that the Government
should not discriminate against some
religious speech in favor of other reli-
gious speech. Both sides of this argu-
ment are claiming that high ground
and saying, vote for us and we will vin-
dicate those principles.

The legislation that is before us says,
and I quote, ‘‘the Commission,’’ refer-
ring to the Federal Communications
Commission, ‘‘should not engage in
regulating the content of speech broad-
casted by noncommercial educational
stations.’’ That is the principle of this
bill, to keep the Government out of the
business of regulating speech.

Now, the Markey amendment does
something very straightforward, at
least mechanically. It inserts a word,
one word, the word ‘‘educational,’’ as
an adjectival modifier in front of an-
other word, ‘‘religious,’’ so that we
have an adjective on an adjective, a
modifier on a modifier, and we now
have something called ‘‘education reli-
gious programming.’’ The term ‘‘edu-
cational religious programming’’ is no-
where defined in statute. It is nowhere
defined in the rules or the regulations
of the Federal Communications Com-

mission. I do not know what it is, and
the author of the amendment does not
know what ‘‘educational religious pro-
gramming’’ is.

But let us do what a judge or a court
would have to do faced with this lan-
guage. A judge or a court would have
to say, we have an adjective in front of
‘‘religious.’’ That means that we have
something called ‘‘educational reli-
gious programming,’’ and presump-
tively something that is not ‘‘edu-
cational religious programming.’’ Two
categories we have now created, this
kind of religious programming and
that kind of religious programming.
Who decides which is which? Obviously,
because of the way the statute is writ-
ten and the way the gentleman has
written his amendment, the Federal
Communications Commission will de-
cide which is educational religious pro-
gramming on the one hand and which
is the other category, presumably non-
educational religious programming.

What does the bill do without his
amendment? The bill, without his
amendment, simply creates a presump-
tion. It says, and I quote, ‘‘Religious
programming contributes to serving
the educational and cultural needs of
the public and should be treated by the
Commission on a par with other edu-
cational and cultural programming.’’

So the FCC has no decision to make.
The FCC does not decide which reli-
gious programming is good and which
religious programming is bad; it does
not run afoul of the establishment
clause of the first amendment to the
Constitution as it would under the
Markey amendment.

This new category that the Markey
amendment would create of edu-
cational religious programming, which
as I say, I have never seen, does not ap-
pear in statute, does not appear any-
where in the regulations, would create
a lot of confusion. It would be a legal
unicorn. Nobody having seen it before
would not know quite what to make of
it, or maybe it would be more like the
Loch Ness Monster of the United
States Code. We would see a vague ap-
parition, but we would not quite know
what to make of it. One court might
decide one way; another court might
decide another way.

I think that the colloquy between the
gentleman from Florida and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts about the
broadcasting of a church service makes
the vagueness, the hopeless vagueness
of this amendment’s wording very obvi-
ous. Because the author of the amend-
ment does not really know, at least I
listened to his remarks and I inferred
this much, does not really know wheth-
er or not under his standard, the broad-
cast of a church service would be ac-
ceptable or not. We ought not to put
the FCC into that kind of legal muddle.

Remember the reason that we are
here is that just 6 months ago the FCC
said this, quote: ‘‘Church services gen-
erally will not qualify as general edu-
cational programming under our
rules.’’ They tried to change the status

quo. The Democrats said that was stu-
pid, the Republicans said that was stu-
pid, and so the FCC quickly backed
down.

Mr. Speaker, that leaves but one
question. If we reject the Markey
amendment and we have this base text,
why do we need this bill to make sure
the FCC does not do again what they
did in December? After all, they have
backed down and that argument has
been forcefully made by the gentleman
from Michigan.

The answer is that the commis-
sioners have let it be known, certainly
one of them, that they would go for-
ward in this course of action again,
given the opportunity. So what we are
saying in this legislation is the fol-
lowing: the Federal Communications
Commission shall not establish, expand
or otherwise modify requirements re-
lating to the service obligations of non-
commercial educational radio or TV
stations, except by means of agency
rulemaking conducted in accordance
with the law.

Because the FCC not only did some-
thing that the Democrats thought was
stupid and the Republicans agreed was
stupid, a word used several times to de-
scribe their action during the course of
this debate, but they did so without
any, without any public notice or
input, or any warning to the broad-
casters whose licenses were at stake.
The policy change was announced as
part of an adjudicatory proceeding re-
lating to the transfer, as we have dis-
cussed here earlier in this debate, of a
Pittsburgh TV station. By acting in
this manner, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission circumvented the
Administrative Procedure Act which
requires public review and comment
before any major policy change is
adopted.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of this legislation so that
we will have a transparent process, so
that we will not have bureaucrats run
amok, so that we will not find our-
selves 6 months from now on the floor
of this House complaining that the
FCC action directed towards broad-
casters was stupid. I urge that we re-
ject the Markey amendment so that we
do not render this legislation unconsti-
tutional and hopelessly vague, so that
we keep the Government out of the
business of regulating religious speech.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the underlying bill al-
lows, allows the Federal Communica-
tions Commission to determine that a
broadcaster’s programming, which is
primarily religious, is arbitrary or un-
reasonable. In other words, the FCC,
under the bill as written, can step in
and make judgments on religion. We
are not getting away from the FCC
making content decisions. We are sim-
ply letting the FCC into judging reli-
gious programming and whether it is
sufficiently religious. We should not
allow the FCC to become the Faith
Content Commission.
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The gentleman from California ref-

erenced the bill’s findings, and I am
sure Judge Scalia will appreciate the
findings. However, the actual legisla-
tive charge to the FCC goes much fur-
ther in the legislation. Let me read. It
says under Service Conditions on Non-
commercial Educational and Public
Broadcast Stations: ‘‘A nonprofit orga-
nization shall be eligible to hold a non-
commercial educational radio or tele-
vision license if the station is used pri-
marily to broadcast material that the
organization determines serves a reli-
gious purpose in the station’s commu-
nity of license, unless that determina-
tion is arbitrary or unreasonable.’’

There is no requirement that the
broadcaster has to have an educational
content; there is no requirement that
it has to have served the needs of the
entire community. The FCC is put in a
position where, if two particular reli-
gions want one station, that they have
to determine, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission, the Faith Content
Commission, has to determine which of
the two religions can better serve a
particular community without even
judging whether or not either religion
is going to serve the educational needs
of the community. Only which one is
sufficiently more religious.

So in fact, while the legislation’s os-
tensible purpose is to remove the Fed-
eral Communications Commission from
content-based decisions, in fact, what
the legislation is about to do is to open
wide the gates for religions all across
America to begin to lay claim to indi-
vidual educational public broadcasting
stations all across America, and to
argue before the Federal Communica-
tions Commission that their religion is
more religious than another religion in
taking over those public broadcasting
stations. And, as part of the test, the
Federal Communications Commission
will not be able to look at whether or
not the religion serves any educational
need whatsoever in the community.

Now, that may be the goal, because I
know that there is a latent hostility on
the part of many Members on the other
side towards the public broadcasting
system. I understand that. They have
never liked the public broadcasting
system; they have never enjoyed at all
their particular mission; they do not
like the fact that they, in fact, do edu-
cate the entire community. I under-
stand how many Members on the other
side do not like the public broadcasting
system. But we are going to have to set
up an aquarium down here in the well
of the House to deal with all of the red
herrings that have been spread out
here on the floor.

What, in fact, the majority is trying
to do here today is to take public
broadcasting stations and turn them
into religious stations, plain and sim-
ple. That is the goal. So if you have a
public television station back in your
hometown and it has historically
served the educational needs of the
community, under this new language,
they will no longer have to do so, and

the FCC will have to intervene in order
to determine which religion best serves
the religious needs of that religion, of
that community, but will be able to go
no further.

So I say to my colleagues, if ever
there was an unconstitutional piece of
legislation out here on the floor, this is
it. If ever there was a piece of legisla-
tion that is going to be struck down for
violation of the establishment clause
or the separation between church and
State, this is it.

b 1230
But for those who hate the Public

Broadcasting System, this is just a
natural further extension of their at-
tempts to undermine its historic and
thus far successful mission in every
community in the United States. It
will result ultimately, without ques-
tion, in a transfer of stations over to
individual religions with no edu-
cational goals whatsoever except for
the proselytizing of their own indi-
vidual sect.

That should be allowed. They should
be able to purchase commercial TV
stations. In fact, let us be blunt, under
the existing clause, as long as the reli-
gion does serve primarily the edu-
cational needs of a community they
can talk about their own religion on
that public broadcasting station, but
they cannot do so to the exclusion of
all other educational content, of all
other service to the community, of all
other service to children within that
community.

Mr. Speaker, this amendment which I
am propounding is one which very sim-
ply ensures that the word ‘‘edu-
cational’’ is inserted before the word
‘‘religious,’’ that there is an edu-
cational component to any of this reli-
gious broadcasting which is going to be
primarily broadcast on these public
television stations.

If we do not do that, there is going to
be a fundamental change in public
broadcasting in our country. I know it
is the goal of the majority, but it
should not be the goal either of the
Members of this House or of the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me first let my
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts, know that I do not particularly
like characterizing motives. I do not
like it when we do this on the floor. I
do not like it when my side does it or
the gentleman’s side does it.

However, if the gentleman wants to
ask about motives, let me explain
them. I do not think the gentleman can
characterize the motives of people re-
garding public broadcasting. Many like
public broadcasting but do not like the
way it is being funded.

Many of us think there is enough di-
versity in television that we do not
necessarily have to use tax dollars to
fund a separate category of public
broadcasting.

There are many who were offended
when public broadcasting shared its
donor list only with Democratic orga-
nizations. Members might look at that
and see some real cause for anger and
concern on this side. When a public in-
stitution funded with taxpayer dollars
decides to help one political party to
the exclusion of the other, I guess it is
going to cause a little anger and upset
on this side. It well should have.

But I have not accused nor would I
question the motives of the gentle-
man’s side in offering this amendment.
I have not said the gentleman was
against religious programming. I am
not suggesting that the administration
is out to shut down religious program-
ming, or the FCC tried to shut down re-
ligious voices on noncommercial sta-
tions. There were some people saying
that. I never said that.

What I have said, what I will con-
tinue to say, is that what the FCC did
in December was stupid. It tried to in-
ject government decisions into what
was proper religious programming on a
religious broadcast station. We ought
to put a stop to that. It ought to be the
decisions of the religious programmers
themselves to decide what religious
programming they are going to put on
television and radio stations dedicated
to religious programming.

Mr. Speaker, the FCC did something
very different in December. Up until
December, it was always the presump-
tion that religious programming was
presumed to be educational. I happen
to think it is. The FCC thought it was
for years and years, never questioned
it.

Then in December it decided it was
going to set up two categories of reli-
gious programming: educational reli-
gious programming and I guess nonedu-
cational religious programming. If
there was not enough of one or too
much of the other, they would shut
them down.

What an offensive, arbitrary decision
by the FCC, which is supposed to be
carrying out the law, not making up
their own law, not deciding as a matter
of law what was good religious speech
on television and radio and what was
unacceptable. That is wrong. That is
what is wrong. That is what is uncon-
stitutional.

This bill will end it. It will not only
say to the FCC, you cannot do it in the
dead of night without public input and
proceedings; it will say, you cannot
ever do it again.

The gentleman’s amendment will
give them the right to do it again. The
gentleman’s amendment says, exactly
as the FCC wanted to say, that there
are two categories of religious broad-
casting, one educational religious, and
then something else. They do not de-
fine it, do not know what it is, and
guess who defines it under the gentle-
man’s amendment? The same FCC that
did the stupid thing they did in Decem-
ber.

That is the reason the gentleman’s
amendment needs to be defeated; not
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because the gentleman had bad mo-
tives, not because our side has better
or weaker motives than the gentleman,
but because the amendment is wrong.
It gives the FCC the power to do the
stupid thing they tried to do in Decem-
ber. That amendment needs to be de-
feated.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this issue is historic in
its nature. Many on the other side con-
tend that they support the historic
mission of the public broadcasting sta-
tions across the United States. Yet, in
their amendment, their bill, they are
going to remove the educational re-
quirement for public broadcasting sta-
tions across the country, remove it.

No longer will there be a mandate
that as part of the stewardship, part of
the responsibility of controlling a pub-
lic broadcasting station, that those in-
dividuals must serve the educational
needs of the entire community. They
are removing that. It is without ques-
tion the core principle, the constitu-
tion that underlies the foundation of
the public broadcasting stations in our
country.

That is why the national PTA op-
poses their bill and supports the Mar-
key amendment, the national PTA, the
teachers, and the parents; and the Na-
tional Education Association as well,
and the Unitarian Universalist Asso-
ciation of Congregations, the Interfaith
Alliance, the National Council of
Churches of Christ. All of them support
the Markey amendment and oppose the
underlying bill.

The reason is that they have removed
the educational requirement from edu-
cational TV. They are going to allow
for religion to be the only thing which
is on a public broadcasting station all
day long, regardless of whether or not
it has any educational content whatso-
ever.

Even though we concede that under
existing law, existing law, that reli-
gious organizations are able to run and
do run very well public broadcasting
stations across this country, and they
include a religious component to the
maintenance of those TV stations, and
that is fine. That should continue.
Whether it be Christmas mass or Han-
del’s Messiah, it should stay on public
broadcasting TV stations. We agree
with that.

Where we disagree and where the
Markey amendment is so important is
that we must ensure that the religious
component does not replace the edu-
cational role as the primary responsi-
bility of public broadcasting stations
in this country.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARKEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I do not think anybody
has really given on this side much

thought to what this legislation does.
Let us take a situation where a reli-
gious broadcaster or person who would
be a religious broadcaster puts in an
application and a group of educational
broadcasters or would-be educational
broadcasters put in an application.
Then we have this occurring, we have a
comparative proceeding before the FCC
at which the FCC has to choose be-
tween the educational purpose for that
station and essentially a religious pur-
pose, with literally no real review, with
no criteria whatsoever.

I challenge my friends on this side to
come up with any criteria that a reli-
gious or would-be religious broadcaster
has to present to the FCC. So we have
two situations, probably a priority
given to the religious broadcasters, but
certainly, in any event, a choice has to
be made then between the FCC having
to decide whether they are going to
have a bona fide religious broadcaster
broadcasting on that particular wave-
length or some religious group broad-
casting nothing, nothing, there is no
requirement for anything but religion
on that particular wavelength.

We are setting up a most dangerous
situation here. I would simply point
out to my friend, the gentleman from
Louisiana, he is going to bear the guilt
of having done this to broadcasting, for
having stripped the American children
of opportunities to have real edu-
cational broadcasting.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. STEARNS).

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, to use a
ploy to say he (Mr. TAUZIN) bears a
guilt is incorrect. Remember, two-
thirds of the Democrats and 100 percent
of the Republicans already voted to
overturn the decision. So if the gen-
tleman wants to point guilt, then he
should point it to the gentleman’s side
of the aisle—namely, Democrats where
two-thirds of the Democrats of the FCC
Commission supported what we are
doing today.

I point out in closing to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY), if the Christmas mass is broad-
cast at Fort Pierce, Florida, at mid-
night on Christmas Eve, and then sud-
denly that station decides, it wants to
also broadcast it on New Year’s Eve,
what happens? Suddenly the FCC is
going to call them up and say, no, and
using the gentleman’s words, the FCC
would say there is primarily not
enough educational TV so we are going
to have to stop you from broadcasting
on New Year’s Eve.

Vote against the Markey amend-
ment.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Okla-
homa (Mr. LARGENT), a prime sponsor
and supporter of the legislation.

Mr. LARGENT. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding time to me, Mr.
Speaker.

I am afraid that some people over at
the FCC have been holding their cell

phones too close to their brains, be-
cause this winter they have come up
with a decision and decided that they
know what is best for the American
people, that they understand the dif-
ference between what is religious and
what is educational, so they have
issued an edict.

They said, Hi, I am from the FCC. We
would like to offer you additional guid-
ance in determining what is religious
versus what is educational, and if it is
not religious, then it does not count as
educational; thus, no license. The FCC
has really done this. They have made a
value statement by saying that reli-
gious broadcasting is not educational.

It was an unprecedented move by the
FCC to become the arbiter determining
what constitutes religion and what
does not. Do Members know what? The
American people have rejected the de-
cision and the help and the additional
guidance by the FCC. Today this House
will reinforce the view of the American
people by rejecting the FCC’s notion
that they know what is best.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the bill that is on the
floor today takes the word ‘‘education’’
out of public broadcasting. The bill
that is on the floor here today takes
the word ‘‘education’’ out of nonprofit
educational television stations. The
bill that is on the floor here today
changes 50 years of American history
with regard to the public’s relationship
with public broadcasting stations and
removes the word ‘‘education’’ as a re-
quirement, as a mandate, with regard
to how the managers of a particular
public broadcasting station have to
serve an individual community.

If this bill passes, never again will
there ever be a test applied by the Fed-
eral Communications Commission that
ensures that the educational needs of
the community are being served by a
public broadcasting station. Instead,
they insert the word ‘‘religious’’ with-
out any definition, without any restric-
tions in terms of how many hours a
day, how many weeks out of the year,
how many years in a row; the totality,
the entirety of the broadcasting can be
religious on a public broadcasting sta-
tion.

Historically, religions have been able
to run public broadcasting stations,
but using the guidance that they must
be primarily educational. That is what
the Markey amendment does. It re-
quires that the educational goals that
historically have been the core of pub-
lic broadcasting stations are main-
tained, while still allowing for there to
be a religious component, but within
the larger context of educating the en-
tire community and not just a subpart
of that community.

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, let me read the bill
without the Markey amendment. It
says that these licenses are reserved to
people who prove ‘‘that their organiza-
tion serves an educational, instruc-
tional, cultural, or religious purpose.’’
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We have not taken ‘‘educational’’

out. What the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MARKEY) wants to do is
take ‘‘religious’’ out. He wants to in-
sert ‘‘educational religious.’’ The word
‘‘educational’’ is still in. ‘‘Educational,
cultural, instructional, or religious’’ is
what the bill now says.
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Proof it is just not so. What we are
doing in the bill, what the Markey
amendment would undo, is to prevent
the Commission from qualifying which
religious broadcasting is permitted.

I just attended the D-Day Museum
dedication in New Orleans where we
celebrate the greatest generation, what
they fought for in World War II. They
were fighting to preserve our Constitu-
tion and our freedoms. Our Constitu-
tion says the government needs to stay
out of the business of religion in our
country. Yet, this FCC tried to get into
it. This bill keeps them out. The Mar-
key amendment lets government get
back in.

We need to defeat the Markey
amendment and adopt the original bill.

Mr. BLILEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposi-
tion to the substitute amendment offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

The substitute amendment by Mr. MARKEY
will effectively gut the legislation before us.

Mr. Speaker, make no mistake, the goal of
the substitute amendment is to require all pub-
lic broadcasters to serve an ‘‘educational’’ pur-
pose. It even creates a new category of pro-
gramming serving an ‘‘educational religious
purposes.’’ This sounds acceptable on its face
as education is a very high priority and I com-
mend the public broadcasters that focus on
education.

However, a good number of public broad-
casters use public television stations to pro-
vide religious programming to their commu-
nities. And the FCC tried quite unsuccessfully
in December to restrict what type of program-
ming could be done. They tried to put a clamp
on programming that they viewed as not hav-
ing an educational message, like church serv-
ices.

Some people within the FCC want to be in
the content regulation business. They want to
be able to dictate to religious broadcasters
what religious programming is acceptable and
that which is not.

Picture, if you will, several of the over 2000
bureaucrats at the FCC watching and listening
to religious programming and deciding which
parts serve an ‘‘educational religious pur-
pose.’’ To me, this picture is frightening and
unacceptable.

This amendment would serve only to con-
tinue the confusion as to who is eligible for
noncommercial licenses.

I do not want the FCC involved in content
regulation of public television stations, espe-
cially those that provide a religious message
and content.

The substitute amendment is clearly harmful
to the original intent of the H.R. 4201 and
would make the bill meaningless.

This is why I must respectfully oppose Mr.
MARKEY’s amendment and urge all Members
to do the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). All time has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 527,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill and on the amendment by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MAR-
KEY).

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MARKEY).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MARKEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 174, nays
250, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 294]

YEAS—174

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gilman
Gonzalez
Gordon
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink

Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Stabenow
Stark
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NAYS—250

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baca

Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia

Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton

Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Everett
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)

Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman

Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—10

Campbell
Cook
Emerson
Ewing

McCollum
McIntosh
Roybal-Allard
Spratt

Vento
Weldon (PA)
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Messrs. CUNNINGHAM, KUCINICH,
BOSWELL, COSTELLO, and REYES
changed their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to
‘‘nay.’’

Mr. DAVIS of Florida changed his
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.
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The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHAW). The question is on the engross-
ment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I demand
a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 264, noes 259,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 295]

AYES—264

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
English
Etheridge

Everett
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaHood
Lampson
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)

Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ortiz
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump

Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Vitter

Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOES—159

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baird
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clyburn
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Danner
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman

Gonzalez
Gutierrez
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hoeffel
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
LaFalce
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moran (VA)

Morella
Nadler
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Stabenow
Stark
Tauscher
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—11

Campbell
Conyers
Cook
Cunningham

Emerson
Ewing
Herger
McCollum

McIntosh
Roybal-Allard
Vento
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So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-

marks and to include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 4201.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the provisions of clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair announces that he will
postpone further proceedings today on
each motion to suspend the rules on
which a recorded vote or the yeas and
nays are ordered, or on which the vote
is objected to under clause 6 of rule
XX.

Such record votes, if postponed, will
be taken after debate has concluded on
all motions to suspend the rules.
f
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DEBT REDUCTION
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4601) to provide for reconciliation
pursuant to section 213(c) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for
fiscal year 2001 to reduce the public
debt and to decrease the statutory
limit on the public debt, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 4601

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Debt Reduction
Reconciliation Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds that—
(1) fiscal discipline, resulting from the Bal-

anced Budget Act of 1997, and strong economic
growth have ended decades of deficit spending
and have produced budget surpluses without
using the social security surplus;

(2) fiscal pressures will mount in the future as
the aging of the population increases budget ob-
ligations;

(3) until Congress and the President agree to
legislation that strengthens social security, the
social security surplus should be used to reduce
the debt held by the public;

(4) strengthening the Government’s fiscal posi-
tion through public debt reduction increases na-
tional savings, promotes economic growth, re-
duces interest costs, and is a constructive way
to prepare for the Government’s future budget
obligations; and

(5) it is fiscally responsible and in the long-
term national economic interest to use an addi-
tional portion of the nonsocial security surplus
to reduce the debt held by the public.

(b) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this Act
to—

(1) reduce the debt held by the public with the
goal of eliminating this debt by 2013; and

(2) decrease the statutory limit on the public
debt.
SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF PUBLIC DEBT RE-

DUCTION PAYMENT ACCOUNT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter I of chapter 31

of title 31, United States Code, is amended by
adding at the end the following new section:
‘‘§ 3114. Public debt reduction payment ac-

count
‘‘(a) There is established in the Treasury of

the United States an account to be known as
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the Public Debt Reduction Payment Account
(hereinafter in this section referred to as the
‘account’).

‘‘(b) The Secretary of the Treasury shall use
amounts in the account to pay at maturity, or
to redeem or buy before maturity, any obligation
of the Government held by the public and in-
cluded in the public debt. Any obligation which
is paid, redeemed, or bought with amounts from
the account shall be canceled and retired and
may not be reissued. Amounts deposited in the
account are appropriated and may only be ex-
pended to carry out this section.

‘‘(c) If the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates an on-budget surplus for fiscal year 2000
in the report submitted pursuant to section
202(e)(2) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
in excess of the amount of the surplus set forth
for that fiscal year in section 101(4) of the con-
current resolution on the budget for fiscal year
2001 (House Concurrent Resolution 290, 106th
Congress), then there is hereby appropriated
into the account on the later of the date of en-
actment of this Act or the date upon which the
Congressional Budget Office submits such re-
port, out of any money in the Treasury not oth-
erwise appropriated, for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2000, an amount equal to that ex-
cess. The funds appropriated to this account
shall remain available until expended.

‘‘(d) The appropriation made under subsection
(c) shall not be considered direct spending for
purposes of section 252 of Balanced Budget and
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985.

‘‘(e) Establishment of and appropriations to
the account shall not affect trust fund transfers
that may be authorized under any other provi-
sion of law.

‘‘(f) The Secretary of the Treasury and the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget shall each take such actions as may be
necessary to promptly carry out this section in
accordance with sound debt management poli-
cies.

‘‘(g) Reducing the debt pursuant to this sec-
tion shall not interfere with the debt manage-
ment policies or goals of the Secretary of the
Treasury.’’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—The chapter
analysis for chapter 31 of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item re-
lating to section 3113 the following:

‘‘3114. Public debt reduction payment ac-
count.’’.

SEC. 4. REDUCTION OF STATUTORY LIMIT ON
THE PUBLIC DEBT.

Section 3101(b) of title 31, United States Code,
is amended by inserting ‘‘minus the amount ap-
propriated into the Public Debt Reduction Pay-
ment Account pursuant to section 3114(c)’’ after
‘‘$5,950,000,000,000’’.
SEC. 5. OFF-BUDGET STATUS OF PUBLIC DEBT RE-

DUCTION PAYMENT ACCOUNT.
Notwithstanding any other provision of law,

the receipts and disbursements of the Public
Debt Reduction Payment Account established by
section 3114 of title 31, United States Code, shall
not be counted as new budget authority, out-
lays, receipts, or deficit or surplus for purposes
of—

(1) the budget of the United States Govern-
ment as submitted by the President,

(2) the congressional budget, or
(3) the Balanced Budget and Emergency Def-

icit Control Act of 1985.
SEC. 6. REMOVING PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION

PAYMENT ACCOUNT FROM BUDGET
PRONOUNCEMENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any official statement
issued by the Office of Management and Budg-
et, the Congressional Budget Office, or any
other agency or instrumentality of the Federal
Government of surplus or deficit totals of the
budget of the United States Government as sub-
mitted by the President or of the surplus or def-
icit totals of the congressional budget, and any
description of, or reference to, such totals in

any official publication or material issued by ei-
ther of such Offices or any other such agency or
instrumentality, shall exclude the outlays and
receipts of the Public Debt Reduction Payment
Account established by section 3114 of title 31,
United States Code.

(b) SEPARATE PUBLIC DEBT REDUCTION PAY-
MENT ACCOUNT BUDGET DOCUMENTS.—The ex-
cluded outlays and receipts of the Public Debt
Reduction Payment Account established by sec-
tion 3114 of title 31, United States Code, shall be
submitted in separate budget documents.
SEC. 7. REPORTS TO CONGRESS.

(a) REPORTS OF THE SECRETARY OF THE
TREASURY.—(1) Within 30 days after the appro-
priation is deposited into the Public Debt Re-
duction Payment Account under section 3114 of
title 31, United States Code, the Secretary of the
Treasury shall submit a report to the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Represent-
atives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate confirming that such account has been es-
tablished and the amount and date of such de-
posit. Such report shall also include a descrip-
tion of the Secretary’s plan for using such
money to reduce debt held by the public.

(2) Not later than October 31, 2000, and Octo-
ber 31, 2001, the Secretary of the Treasury shall
submit a report to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Finance of the Senate setting
forth the amount of money deposited into the
Public Debt Reduction Payment Account, the
amount of debt held by the public that was re-
duced, and a description of the actual debt in-
struments that were redeemed with such money.

(b) REPORT OF THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF
THE UNITED STATES.—Not later than November
15, 2001, the Comptroller General of the United
States shall submit a report to the Committee on
Ways and Means of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Finance of the Sen-
ate verifying all of the information set forth in
the reports submitted under subsection (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) and
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 4601.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, this is a very important

moment for the House of Representa-
tives because with this bill we will be
accelerating our effort to pay down the
debt to give relief, badly needed relief
to future generations. I am hopeful
that in the end there will be a strong
bipartisan vote for what is truly his-
toric, and, that is, to reduce for the
first time since 1917 the statutory debt
limit.

In the past, the debt simply was an
afterthought. While we were deficit
spending, we spent and spent and fre-
quently raised taxes, sometimes cut
taxes. What was left over at the end of
the year in deficit increased the debt,
and we simply rubber-stamped that.

Today in a time of surplus, we are
doing the same thing. Everything that
is left over at the end of the year in the
surplus pays down the debt automati-
cally. The problem is that once you sa-
tiate the spending opportunities during
the year, what is left at the end of the
year is much, much smaller to pay
down the debt. So we are taking a step
here to lock up the increase in surplus
over and above what we anticipated
when we passed our budget earlier in
the year, lock that up in a special ac-
count in the Treasury which can be
used only to pay down the debt. That is
why we can reduce the debt ceiling.

The Debt Reduction Reconciliation
Act of 2000 has been designed by the
gentleman from Kentucky (Mr.
FLETCHER), the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KASICH) and myself, and it will put
us on a path to pay off the debt by 2013
or sooner.

I have already explained what the
bill does and how it works. It applies
only, however, to this year’s extra sur-
plus, the year 2000. But once it is put in
place, it will be a model for future
years. That is why the Concord Coali-
tion, one of the best known bipartisan
groups that fights for balanced budgets
and fiscal discipline, supports this bill.
They said in a letter that this bill is
fiscally responsible. It recognizes the
benefit of using today’s prosperity to
improve the Nation’s long-term fiscal
health.

Mr. Speaker, I ask that the full letter
be inserted in the RECORD.

THE CONCORD COALITION,
Washington, DC, June 8, 2000.

Chairman BILL ARCHER,
House Ways and Means Committee, Longworth

House Office Building, Washington, DC.
DEAR CHAIRMAN ARCHER: The Concord Coa-

lition is pleased to support ‘‘The Debt Reduc-
tion and Reconciliation Act of 2000,’’ which
seeks to ensure that any increase in the pro-
jected FY 2000 on-budget surplus will be used
to pay down the publicly held debt.

The Concord Coalition has long urged both
Congress and the Administration to resist
using projected surpluses as a treasure trove
of money to be spent on any number of
spending or tax cut proposals. ‘‘The Debt Re-
duction and Reconciliation Act of 2000’’ is a
fiscally responsible measure that recognizes
the benefit of using today’s prosperity to im-
prove the nation’s long term fiscal health.

We are heartened by the improvement in
the federal government’s short-term fiscal
position in recent years and encouraged by
the prospect of continued projected sur-
pluses. Members of both parties deserve a
share of the credit for this dramatic turn
around and the resulting projected surpluses.
The Concord Coalition fully supports the
commitment in this bill to use a portion of
these surpluses for debt reduction. We fur-
ther hope that Congress and the Administra-
tion will muster the political will to make
good on this commitment.

At the same time, it is important to re-
member that our work is far from complete.
Reducing the publicly held debt is a positive
step, but is one of many steps required to
bring about fiscal policies that are sustain-
able over the long-term. Welcome as it is, to-
day’s prosperity has not turned back the
coming age wave or the growth in age-re-
lated entitlement programs such as Social
Security, Medicare, and Medicaid. Left un-
checked, the inevitable growth in spending
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on these programs will put pressure on dis-
cretionary spending, revenues, and public
debt.

That said, in the absence of substantive
Social Security and Medicare reform, the
next best thing we can do to prepare for the
future is to devote every penny of the sur-
pluses that come our way to reducing the
publicly held debt. Debt reduction will en-
hance net national savings, thereby freeing
up resources for investments leading to
greater productivity, which will lead to
stronger economic growth in the future. A
larger economy will, in turn, help ease the
burden on today’s children who, when they
become working age taxpayers, will face the
daunting challenge of financing the retire-
ment and health care costs of a dramatically
older population.

The Concord Coalition commends you for
your effort to reduce the publicly held debt.
We are pleased to support your efforts and
look forward to working with you to take fu-
ture steps to improve our nation’s long term
fiscal health.

Sincerely,
ROBERT L. BIXBY,

Executive Director.

Mr. Speaker, when we balanced the
budget and the budget surplus became
a reality, Alan Greenspan told the
Committee on Ways and Means that
his first preference would be to pay
down the debt. He also said the worst
alternative would be more government
spending. Today we are following his
wise counsel. Paying down the debt is
good for our country, good for working
families, and good for the economy.

I strongly urge a bipartisan vote to
support this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE) so that he can further
yield it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Iowa
will control the balance of the time.

There was no objection.
Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
I say this in no disrespect to any of

my colleagues on the floor of the House
of Representatives, and certainly I in-
tend to support this legislation; but I
have to say that I think we are going
to spend perhaps up to 40 minutes de-
bating something that is not particu-
larly relevant and it is probably some-
what a waste of our time.

The reality is that any surplus over
and above the current surplus that we
have, and most people predict that for
this coming fiscal year it will be about
$15 billion, will go into debt reduction
in any event. The only thing that could
change it is if the majority party de-
cides not to show the kind of fiscal dis-
cipline that I think the rhetoric kind
of indicates they intend to. And so we
will be doing this, we are all probably
going to vote for it, but again as I said
this is more of a political act than it is
an act of substance.

Under current law, if at the end of
the fiscal year we do not spend any of
the additional surplus that we have, it
will go automatically for debt reduc-
tion. Under this bill, it is appropriated
into a fund set up by the Treasury De-
partment that will go for debt reduc-

tion. And so it will not hurt, but it
does not really help either. If for some
reason the Senate or the House or any
party should decide through a majority
vote that they want to spend more
money, then obviously that would
change the situation. But then that is
a judgment to be made by Members as
time goes on.

Again, as I said, we will vote for this;
but it really does not do a lot of good.
But it does give me an opportunity ac-
tually to bring out some things, if I
may. Governor George W. Bush indi-
cated earlier this year that he has a
tax cut proposal and over the next dec-
ade his tax cuts will be $1.7 trillion. He
also suggested individual Social Secu-
rity accounts which would take away
from the current beneficiaries. And he
suggested somewhere in the range of 2
percent although he has not really
elaborated on it. But assuming it is 2
percent, that basically then means
that you would have to make that up
for current beneficiaries, and that
comes as somewhat a little over $1 tril-
lion.

So we are talking about $2.7 trillion
of additional debt or money out of the
surplus over the next decade. Right
now the projected on-budget surplus is
$877 billion. And so essentially the Gov-
ernor will spend over the next decade
three times what that surplus will be.
Now, we understand by the end of this
month, OMB and CBO will come in
with another $1 trillion worth of sur-
pluses over the next decade, and so
that means that you can actually say
that actually he will only then be over-
budgeted, or over the surplus by $1 tril-
lion.

Now, if we were really being honest
about this, what we would do is not
just make it for this fiscal year but we
would do it for the next 10 fiscal years.
But this is only for the next 18 months
or so.

So we will save $15 billion, but that
money is going to be saved in any
event. Obviously we are going to rec-
ommend that our colleagues vote for
this; but the reality is again, it is a po-
litical act. It is not a substantive act.
I am just kind of sorry that we are
spending our 40 minutes of debate time
on this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. FLETCHER), the author of
this legislation and somebody who does
concern himself with debt reduction.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, it is
really with a great privilege that I get
to stand here and introduce this legis-
lation. I recall back just after I was
first sworn in, we heard the President
of the United States stand up and say
he wanted to spend 38 percent of the
Social Security. We met in the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and we were able
to save 100 percent of the Social Secu-
rity surplus. We continue to exercise
fiscal discipline. Because of that, we
have surpluses now and will have paid

off the publicly held debt by about $300
billion over the last several years.

This bill is about several things. One,
it is about priorities, about setting our
priorities. Are we going to spend
money on more and bigger govern-
ment? Let me say the minority and the
President have offered continually
budgets and amendments that would
spend and spend and spend on more
government programs, on larger gov-
ernment, not on paying down the debt
or giving some relief to the American
people. So this allows us to say, Look,
we have a priority here, and our prior-
ities are, yes, let’s pay down the pub-
licly held debt.

Some have said it is not significant
but, believe me, I had a young lady, a
Girl Scout here last week that came up
and we talked about this bill. She fig-
ured her family’s debt and how many
boxes of Girl Scout cookies she would
have to sell to pay off her family’s por-
tion of the publicly held debt. She
would have to sell 19,000 boxes of Girl
Scout cookies for her to pay off her
family’s publicly held debt. That to me
is significant to folks back home. To
somebody who thinks $16 billion is in-
significant and to historically appro-
priate that to an account in the De-
partment of Treasury, it is just beyond
my belief that anyone would believe
that that is not significant.

Lastly, this is historic. Why is it his-
toric? Because it is the first time we
have said, ‘‘Let’s appropriate money.’’
We take it off the table. And if people
who have been around Washington too
long do not understand that, then it is
clear they need to go back home and
visit with their folks. This takes the
money off the table and will allow us
to pay down the debt.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker,
Groucho Marx said that the main re-
quirement to be a good politician is to
appear to be serious. The Washington
Post recently commented on the per-
formance of the majority in this Con-
gress by calling this ‘‘the pretend Con-
gress.’’

This is one of the new acts. This debt
reduction bill here pretends to do
something. We are all called here to-
gether, we are going to be serious, we
are going to give pompous speeches
about how we are going to reduce the
debt, and we are saving America, and
all those Girl Scout cookies and all
that stuff will just be fixed by this bill.

Now, the chairman at least was hon-
est, and I really acknowledge the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) hon-
esty. This bill is effective from now
until September 30, 2000. It does not
quite make it all the way through the
election. So it is not really a very good
pretend item. It would be better if it
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went at least until November 8. But
this is a bill for 4 months.

Now, you ask yourself, why would
anybody be doing such a thing? Well, if
you come up to a new reestimate of the
revenue estimates here very shortly,
the CBO and the OMB are going to
come out with a whole bunch more
money. Clearly the majority is afraid
that they are going to spend it. They
cannot save themselves. They have all
the votes. This is your problem. We
have the votes, as the majority over
there, and they are going to put more
money on the table and if you do not
pass this bill, you will not be able to
stop yourself from spending it. That is
what this is about, I guess. Or maybe it
is not about that.

The fact is that we have a situation
where the Treasury does not need this
bill to pay off more debt. If we get to
the end of the fiscal year and there is
some money there, they reduce the
debt. They do not have to borrow. It is
real simple. They do not need us to
pass H.R. 4601 to tell them what they
have been doing for 200 years. If they
have a surplus, they buy down some of
the debt. But this is a symbolic act, as
my colleague from California says. I
thought this would be on Friday, be-
cause this is usually the news cycle on
Friday, they want to have something
that says the Republicans today have
passed a bill to encourage reduction of
the debt.

Now, if you think about it, if you
want to reduce the debt, you do not
give big tax breaks, because taxes
bring in money. And if you cut the
taxes, there will not be any money to
pay off the debt. So when you come out
here and vote for tax cut after tax cut
after tax cut and then say, And we
want to reduce the debt, you simply
are not making any sense. There are
only two ways to have the money to
pay off the debt, either take the taxes
and pay it off or reduce the spending
and pay it off, one or the other.
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I do not see any evidence so far in

this appropriations process that we are
actually reducing spending. In fact, we
are going up a little bit, and probably
we are going to need some of this
money along about September the 15 to
solve the problem to buy off this pro-
gram or that program so we can get
out of here. All we have to do under
this bill, we do not have to repeal the
act, we do not have to do anything,
just pass the supplemental appropria-
tion.

This can be violated by the most sim-
plistic legislative act of all, just bring
out another bill, spend some more
money, in spite of the fact that we
have passed H.R. 4601, the debt reduc-
tion bill. This bill will die in the Sen-
ate from laughter. There will not be
anybody over there that takes this se-
riously.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, we on the
majority side appreciate the very
strong endorsement, bipartisan way of
this debt reduction bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON).

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, by the way, lowering taxes in-
creases the revenue to the Government
and, unfortunately, gives us a surplus,
which is what has happened since the
Republicans have been in for 40 years.
The Democrats ran the House and the
Democrats ran up the debt by spending
your money like it was their own.

The Democrats used deficit spending
to fund more and more Washington
programs. The debt ballooned and they
raised taxes over and over again. Pay-
ing down the debt was never on the
Democrat agenda. Well, times have
changed. In just 5 short years with the
Republicans in charge, we have turned
a billion-dollar deficit into trillion-dol-
lar surpluses.

Under our plan, we are going to
eliminate publicly held debt by 2013 or
sooner; that is because we believe debt
relief is a top priority. That is why this
bill mandates that any increase in the
surplus must be used to pay down the
debt.

This year we believe that will be
close to $40 billion. Paying down the
debt is going to help all Americans. It
will lower mortgage costs and interest
rates. More importantly, the American
people expect our books to be balanced
and our debts to be paid. We have to do
it in our own homes, and we must do it
in the people’s House.

The American people are fed up with
40 years of out- of-control spending by
the Democrats, and they want Wash-
ington to get its house in order. Those
who oppose this bill or believe it is not
necessary are playing games with the
American people and their money.

Today, we are going to tear up the
Democrats’ big-spending playbook and
get serious about our children’s future
by eliminating our Nation’s debt once
and for all.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we re-
serve the balance of our time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. HAYWORTH).

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my colleague from Iowa (Mr.
NUSSLE) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, it is interesting to hear
some of the protests from the left. My
good friend, the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), profes-
sionally trained as a psychiatrist,
seemed to suggest that somehow this
was pretend.

Mr. Speaker, I believe a common def-
inition of insanity is doing the same
thing over and over again and expect-
ing a different outcome. And if we take
a look at the history of the late 20th
century, when this House was in dif-
ferent hands, Mr. Speaker, the folks on
the left spent and spent and spent and
spent and spent some more and raided
Social Security and took everything
not nailed down and added inflation
and did the whole thing, the whole bit,
spending money we did not have and

yet would return home, Mr. Speaker,
to talk about the importance of debt
relief.

Let no one be mistaken. This is not
delusional. This is not pretend. It is
not a political stunt. Mr. Speaker, for
the first time since 1916 we are voting
to lower the debt ceiling.

We have heard loud and clear from
our constituents that they are tired of
seeing deficit spending; that as we have
put our House in order, by reducing
taxes and thereby increasing revenues
to the Federal Government, by actu-
ally generating more business in the
free market and more commerce, at
the same time we need to get our fiscal
House in order and the gentleman from
Kentucky has offered a device to do ex-
actly that.

It is not symbolic. In fact, it is his-
toric, because we lower the debt ceil-
ing. We signal our commitment to re-
duce deficit spending; and unlike those
who have tried different outcomes over
and over again expecting a different re-
sult, we make a difference today.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, we re-
serve the balance of our time.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE) for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, let me explain why this
is important: although most Americans
assume that a Federal budget surplus
in any year is automatically used to
reduce the national debt or at least the
debt held by the public, this actually is
not the case.

The U.S. Department of the Treasury
must implement specific financial ac-
counting procedures if it is to use a
cash surplus to pay down the debt held
by the public. If these procedures are
not followed or if they proceed slowly,
then the surplus revenue just builds up
in the Treasury-operating cash ac-
counts.

This excess cash could be used in the
future, yes, to pay down the debt, but
only if it is protected from other uses
in the meantime. Until the excess cash
is formally committed to debt repay-
ment, Congress could appropriate it for
other purposes.

Consequently, the current surplus
will not automatically reduce the pub-
licly held national debt of $3.54 trillion,
unless Congress acts now to make sure
these funds are automatically used for
debt reduction and for no other pur-
pose.

That is exactly what this bill H.R.
4601 does; and, frankly, this offers a
first step toward paying down the debt,
because it protects the on-budget sur-
plus for the remainder of this fixed fis-
cal year, and it appropriates it directly
for debt reduction.

This money will be deposited in a
designated public debt reduction ac-
count. Appropriators would be able to
reallocate these funds only by first
passing a law to rescind the money
from this account.
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Now, the debt is a huge drain on the

Federal Treasury at a time when the
impending Social Security crisis looms
closer. Our current national debt prob-
lem pales in comparison to the un-
funded liabilities already committed to
current and future Social Security re-
cipients. It is important we pay down
this debt.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, we are
hearing today from our colleagues on
the other side that perhaps this meas-
ure is more symbolic than substantive
and might not really accomplish that
much. I could not more strongly dis-
agree. The previous speaker, my col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROYCE), made it very clear, and
quite rightly, that absent this meas-
ure, there is absolutely nothing to stop
Congress from spending this money. Of
course, if one knows anything about
the history of Congress, one knows
that that is indeed the proclivity of
this body, as well as the other Chamber
to do exactly that.

Let me touch on a specific situation
and put this in some context. Where
are we right now in the 2001 appropria-
tions process? We are trying to pass a
series of measures and the President is
insisting that he needs another $20 bil-
lion or $25 billion above and beyond
that record high level of spending that
we are proposing.

We hear our colleagues from the
other side come down here every time
we debate an appropriations bill to tell
us we are not spending enough money.
One of the ways that this spending can
occur is by a devious little budget gim-
mick which involves reaching back
into the previous year, in this case
that would be fiscal year 2000, and
spending the money there so that we
create the illusion of some modicum of
fiscal restraint, when, in fact, it is not
recurring.

One of the things we need to do is
take this money off the table so that it
is not available for that kind of gim-
mickry, so that the American public
gets the budget that they are being
told and so that we pay down this debt,
this mountain of debt which we have
made some progress on but need to
make much more.

There is one other point that I would
like to make on this. Why is it impor-
tant that we not just spend this
money? Why is it important to limit
the growth and the spending of the
Federal Government? It is important
because we need to remember every
dollar that is spent by the Federal Gov-
ernment is the political allocation of
other people’s money, and we need to
minimize that whenever we can and
allow the hard-working men and
women across this country who are
producing the wealth in this country to
spend their own hard-earned money as
they choose rather than the way that
politicians choose. That is why this
measure is so important.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, before I
call on the next speaker, I yield myself
such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I might just point out
to the gentleman and previous speak-
ers on the other side of the aisle that
the public debt for the fiscal year 2000
is $5.628 trillion, $5.628 trillion; and
under the Republican budget in 2005, 5
years from now, the public debt will go
to $5.936 trillion, so it is going to go up
under the Republican budget.

I might just point out that instead of
all of this talk about reducing it, it is
actually going to increase. I might
want to emphasize that it is going to
increase. I just hope that they would
look at the budget document; and per-
haps they could clarify it if they so
choose.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. BENTSEN).

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from California (Mr.
MATSUI) for yielding me the time.

It is interesting, Mr. Speaker, that
one of our candidates for President is
running under the theory that it is
time to change the old concept that if
it feels good, do it. But the bill that we
have before us today fits into that.
Now, I know my colleagues on the
other side have this new-found desire
to put their imprimatur on paying
down the debt.

It is interesting, because over the
last couple of years, they really have
not been in that position. They wanted
to spend the surplus as fast as they
could get their hands on it. In fact,
they wanted to spend it far into the fu-
ture and not even knowing what it is.

I offered amendments, as my dear
friend from Iowa (Mr. Nussle) will re-
member, when we marked up the budg-
et resolutions over the last couple of
years, just to have hard freezes and pay
down the debt as fast as we could, and
I was lectured by the other side that
this did not make any sense, and we
really should not do it, we should not
shackle the Congress’ future ability to
make the investments that it needs.

Today, we have this bill before us;
and we are all going to vote for it, be-
cause we all or at least most of us do
believe in at least some form of debt
reduction whether we do with the belts
and suspender approach like this or
just do it as it works automatically
under current law, but it does not com-
port as well with the budget resolution
that this House passed not too long
ago. Because the budget resolution we
passed not too long ago says that in fu-
ture years, if the Congressional Budget
Office finds that the surplus projec-
tions are actually higher than what
was assumed earlier this year, then we
could spend that money on additional
tax cuts or spending programs or what-
ever.

Mr. Speaker, now we have decided in
this midcourse correction that we are

going to say, no, we are going to set
this very static limitation on what we
ought to be doing with this money.

I just have to say, Mr. Speaker, that
I am very happy to welcome my Repub-
lican colleagues to the party of paying
down the public debt. I do not think
this bill is as well written as it could
be. I do not think it comports with the
budget resolution that my colleagues
passed earlier this year. Hopefully, this
will move them a little closer in the
right direction of continuing what has
been the greatest expansion in the
American economy under this adminis-
tration.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. FLETCHER).

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, let me
address a few things. First of all, when
it comes to the other side after years
and years of running up deficits over
$200 billion a year, I can think of no
more amazing conversion than Paul on
the road to Damascus.

We certainly have seen a conversion
from the other side now that all of a
sudden they are the party of fiscal re-
sponsibility wanting to pay down the
debt. So we certainly appreciate that
conversion and hope that as these ap-
propriation bills come up that we do
not see some of their regular antics.
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As we close out this year, we have set
aside this $16 billion, which is signifi-
cant, very much different than any
time before. The publicly held debt is
not over $5 trillion, the debt limit is,
the publicly held debt is $3.5 trillion.
So let me correct that. Obviously,
when you add up the debt we owe our-
self and the other trust funds, Social
Security, et cetera, it does exceed $5
trillion.

But the publicly held debt is $3.5 tril-
lion. We pay interest on that, about 11
cents of every dollar that comes in in
revenues. That would increase our rev-
enue, if we paid that down, which we
plan on doing with the principle of this
bill. By the year 2013, we will pay it
down. By 2013, that will increase our
revenues by about $180 billion a year.
So I wanted to rebut these
misstatements.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr.
SPRATT), the ranking member of the
Committee on the Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, we will support this bill
because there is no reason to oppose it.
All it does is enact the inevitable. You
see, when Treasury takes in more
money than it spends, it simply uses
the surplus, the excess money, to pay
off debt. It does not sit on the money.
It has debt coming due at all times. It
pays the debt off, retires the debt, uses
the surplus in that manner. So I am
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mystified when I read this bill by what
substantively it is supposed to do.

The majority acts as though if we do
not put this money in this debt reduc-
tion payment account and seal it off,
we are going to spend it. But this just
begs the question. This is June 20th.
The fiscal year ends on September 30.
We will not have the incremental addi-
tional surplus numbers until some time
in July. We are out a whole week in
July, we are out for the whole month
of August. When are we going to spend
it, and who is going to spend it?

Who controls the appropriations
process? The majority does. They de-
termine what comes to the floor, what
is in it and what passes, because they
have the votes. So it is hard to see how
this money is going to be spent be-
tween now and September 30, when
they control the process, unless they
elect to spend it on a fast track.

That raises the next question. If debt
reduction is such a good idea, and I
think it is a good idea, why does this
bill just apply to this fiscal year? Why
does the bill present itself in this form
applicable for just 3 months remaining
in this fiscal year? Why does it just
apply to the increase in the surplus, for
that matter? There is a $24 billion base
surplus already projected. If debt re-
duction is a good idea, why do we not
set aside some of that surplus, allocate
it to debt reduction?

Why not even go further? Why do we
not take a bill and put it on this floor,
a bill that does not just apply to fiscal
year 2000, but to the next 10 fiscal
years, until we have retired the total
debt, which simply says out of every
surplus we actually realize in the next
10 years we will set aside 50 percent, or
make it 33 percent, or 65 percent, some
fixed percentage every year allocated
by law to debt reduction, if it is such a
good idea?

I think it is, and I think it would be
a good idea before we actually have
that money and it is burning a hole in
our pocket, some wanting to use it for
tax cuts and others wanting to use it
for spending increases, let us allocate a
certain amount of it by black letter
law to debt reduction. We could do that
in this bill, but it does not do that.
This bill only applies for 90 days.

If debt reduction is the majority’s
top priority, I am also mystified, be-
cause I was on the floor here when we
presented the budget resolutions, our
competing resolution and their resolu-
tion, which passed and which became
the concurrent budget resolution for
fiscal year 2001. It allocates all of the
additional surplus, all of the surplus
that CBO finds over and above the
baseline surplus they project now, it
takes all of that additional surplus and
allocates it to tax cuts. There is a spe-
cific clause in their budget resolution
for this year under which we are now
operating which permits and encour-
ages them to use all of the additional
surplus for tax cuts.

If it is such a good idea to use it for
debt reduction, why did they not make

the allocation there in the budget reso-
lution, which is the operative resolu-
tion we have got?

As a result of that allocation in their
budget resolution, we presented a budg-
et resolution that would reduce debt
over the next 5 years by $48 billion and
over the next 10 years by $365 billion.
Their budget resolution, by contrast,
reduced debt by only $12 billion, be-
cause it allocated all of the additional
surplus not to debt reduction, as this
bill would imply, but to tax reduction.

So, what do we have here? We have a
bill that is absolutely minimal in its
impact on the national debt, if it has
any at all. The chairman, whom I re-
spect, the distinguished chairman said
this could be a model for future years.
If it is a model, let us take it and apply
it to future years. Let us say a certain
amount of the surplus every year is
going to be set aside to debt reduction.
Let us not fool ourselves and the Amer-
ican people by adopting something
which will have little if any impact on
the actual reduction in the national
debt.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, there has been a lot of
very interesting discussion here today.
You have the minority party rushing
down here to support this legislation,
but, boy it is tough. It is tough. I
mean, the speeches we are hearing
today, about, gee, we would really like
to reduce the debt, but there are all
these other priorities out here; and,
yeah, we will vote for it, but, gosh, it is
really tough.

You know, it is tough. I talked to a
financial planner one time about how
he counsels people that find themselves
in debt, and the first thing he says
when he counsels people is, when you
find yourselves in a hole, stop digging.
That is rule number one. It makes
sense. And that is what we did a few
years ago. We found ourselves in defi-
cits, we were adding to the national
debt, we wanted to end that 40-year
practice, and we said stop digging, bal-
ance the budget, and that is what we
did.

But then the second rule that the fi-
nancial planner from Manchester,
Iowa, taught me is he said start filling
in the hole. Start filling in the hole
that you dug. And you do not do that
at the end of the year after you have
bought all of the Girl Scout cookies;
you do not do that at the end of the
year after all of the things you want
you have purchased and you have made
decisions about. You put debt as a pri-
ority.

That is the difference with this bill.
The gentleman from South Carolina is
exactly correct. If we did nothing else
this year, the Treasury at the end of
the year will take what is in excess and
they will pay down the debt. There is
one problem: We do not know what
that excess is going to be.

The difference with this bill and the
difference with this Congress and the
difference with this priority is that we

are deciding today that debt reduction
is a priority. Yes, we can wait until the
end of the day, and the gentleman is
correct when he said yeah, you are the
majority party, you can decide whether
or not you are going to spend it or not,
whether you are going to use it for tax
cuts or whether you are going to re-
duce the debt. We are deciding today.
Let us reduce the debt.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, let me say this: The
gentleman from Iowa said that we
think this is tough to vote for this. I do
not think any Member on our side of
the aisle said anything about this
being a tough bill. If anything, this is
one of the easiest pieces of legislation
in my 22 years in this institution to
vote for, because it does not mean any-
thing, it is irrelevant, and it is, I guess,
kind of fun sitting up here for 40 min-
utes talking about something that is
meaningless, when we have all these
appropriations bills we have to pass by
the end of next week. But, neverthe-
less, I guess we will do it. There is
nothing else to do here.

But I would like to just reiterate
what my colleague said from South
Carolina, that, you know, we should
probably make this for 10 years, be-
cause if in fact we have the wrong pres-
idential candidate elected, we are
going to spend two or three times over
the surplus here. As I said in my open-
ing remarks, Mr. Bush intends to re-
duce the surplus, if there is a surplus,
by $2.7 trillion over the next decade,
and right now we only are projecting
$877 billion in surplus. We may get an-
other $1 trillion, according to CBO and
OMB. So he will still be twice over the
surplus.

So perhaps we should make this a
proposal that will go for the next dec-
ade, because, after all, we saw what
happened in the early 1980s when we let
our emotions get ahead of our dis-
cipline. We finally got the budget
under control under President Clinton.
I would hate to see us lose control over
it when he leaves office, but we very
well could. So perhaps we should use
some kind of gimmick like the debt
limit to impose discipline, since it ap-
pears the majority party cannot use
that discipline on its own.

I might just conclude by saying what
Nancy Reagan said when it came to
drugs: ‘‘Just say no.’’ That is leader-
ship.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, we are
about to just say no to more spending.

Mr. Speaker, I yield the balance of
my time to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. FLETCHER), the author of
this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). The gentleman from Kentucky
is recognized for 31⁄2 minutes.

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I am
certainly very pleased to have bipar-
tisan support and bipartisan rhetoric
on this floor. Let me first correct a few
things though. This does do something
different than what is done. Right now,
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at this point, it is really contrary to
popular convention. There is no Fed-
eral law that exists that requires sur-
pluses at the end of the fiscal years to
be used to reduce the debt. It is the
stated practice of the Treasury. In re-
ality, there is some cash the Treasury
holds.

Let me give an example. Despite the
surplus of $124 billion in fiscal year
1999, the Treasury reduced publicly
held debt by just $87 billion. Even when
accounting for the seasonal variation,
the Treasury will have a cash balance
of about $60 billion if this rate con-
tinues over the next 2 years.

What this piece of legislation does
and what is historical about it is it will
set a pattern for the next decade. It al-
lows us, like we do every year when we
are appropriating money, to have an
account to which we can appropriate
money for debt reduction, and certain
instruction is given to the Department
of Treasury to reduce the debt with
that money in that account.

Now, the Treasury has the responsi-
bility to reduce it in a responsible and
efficient way, so that the taxpayer’s
money is used most efficiently, so that
we buy the most expensive bonds and
redeem those so that we reduce the
cost to the taxpayers as much as
possible.

This bill also reduces the publicly
held debt limit and the total debt limit
of government, the first time it has
been done since 1916. This bill sets us
on a pattern to totally eliminate the
publicly held debt by the year 2013.

I think that is a noble goal. That will
increase our revenues tremendously as
more money goes back out into the
economy to continue the economy’s
growth. Yet in this last budget, they
have talked about tax reductions
versus this debt reduction bill. Let me
remind you, the President offered a bill
that increased spending and programs,
that offered 83 new programs. This
money was going to be spent, and if we
do not take it off of the table right
now, it will be spent here in Wash-
ington before the end of the year.

This money is appropriated to a new
debt reduction account in the Depart-
ment of Treasury. That is historical.
Every year we have this pattern by
which when we go through appropria-
tions we can set debt reduction as a
priority and set aside that money into
this debt reduction account. If the ma-
jority decides that they want to spend
more on government, they have that
option, or if they decide they want to
make our taxes fair, which I think is
important.

We heard the minority talk about
when we tried and did pass out of this
House the marriage penalty tax, how
they spoke about it being unfair and
about how it was too much to give
back to the American people, and it
really points out the difference in phi-
losophy here.

Let me show you this check. Some
have said it is insignificant. $16 billion.
Look at the number of zeros on that.

That is not an insignificant number
that is going to be deposited in this
debt reduction account to pay down
the publicly held debt. Now, maybe
some have been in Washington too long
if they think that is an insignificant
amount, and maybe some have been in
Washington too long if they think if
they do not take off the money it will
be spent. But, believe me, I have only
been here a year and a half, and I un-
derstand if you do not take it off the
table, it will be spent.

I am very proud of this legislation,
and I want to thank the leadership, the
chairman, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE), the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KASICH), and
others that worked to write this legis-
lation, and I encourage my colleagues
to vote for it.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 4601, a bill to pay
down our public debt. I urge my colleagues to
support this worthy legislation.

H.R. 4601 requires that at the end of fiscal
year 2000, an amount equal to the non-Social
Security surplus be used to pay down the pub-
lic debt. These funds will be deposited in an
off-budget account within the U.S. Treasury,
referred to as the ‘‘public debt reduction pay-
ment account.’’

Moreover, within thirty days after the end of
fiscal year 2000, the Treasury Department
must report to Congress the amount of money
deposited into the account, and how those
funds were used to pay down the debt. The
amount stipulated in this report must be
verified by the Comptroller General of the
United States.

While current law stipulates that surplus
money at the end of the fiscal year must be
used to pay down the debt, this legislation en-
sures that these excess monies are placed in
a fund to prevent their use during the next fis-
cal year for any other purpose.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress has made great
progress in the last three years with ending
our long-standing pattern of deficit spending.
This bill will further aid the effort to ‘‘live within
our means,’’ and to avoid a return to spending
more than the revenues raised. As we con-
tinue to make progress in reducing our overall
level of public debt, we will free up billions of
dollars that are currently being used to finance
the interest on that debt. Lower interest leads
to more discretionary dollars to use on invest-
ing for the future, and an avoidance of mort-
gaging the future of our children.

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues to support
this timely and appropriate legislation.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 4601, the Debt Re-
duction and Reconciliation Act of 2000. More
importantly, I rise in support of paying down
$14 billion of the debt that will otherwise be
left to our children and grandchildren.

The fiscal restraint we can show today by
passing this legislation is critical to avoiding
the tax and spend trap that brought us into
deficit in the first place.

Just five years ago, many in Washington, in-
cluding the President, did not believe we could
balance the budget by the year 2005, let alone
2002 or, as it turned out, 1998. But with the
help of the American people and a strong
economy, we did it.

Last year, we made another commitment—
to balance the federal budget without spend-
ing one penny of the Social Security surplus in
the year 2000. Once again, we were able to
accomplish that goal one-year ahead of
schedule.

Now, we have a new challenge—to find a
way to pay back the mortgage of federal debt
that we owe rather than leaving it to genera-
tions to come. We want to pay down the pub-
licly held debt by 2013. Looking back at our
track record, I think we can do it—maybe even
ahead of schedule.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all my colleagues
to join this effort to eliminate the publicly held
debt and pass this bill today with an over-
whelmingly, bi-partisan vote.

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in strong support of H.R. 4601, the
Debt Reduction Reconciliation Act of 2000,
and encourage my colleagues to enthusiasti-
cally pursue its enactment as soon as pos-
sible.

Since Republicans took over the majority in
Congress in 1995, we have worked hard to
bring fiscal responsibility back to Washington.
H.R. 4601 is one more step on this long road.
This bill will ensure that the federal govern-
ment’s days of spending beyond our means
are really behind us.

Mr. Speaker, those who claim that this bill is
irresponsible or merely a publicity stunt are
way off-base. In fact, the Debt Reduction Rec-
onciliation Act is an eminently sensible com-
promise that allows us to cut taxes for hard
working American families and small busi-
nesses, reduce the federal debt, and protect
100 percent of our Social Security system for
our seniors and retirees. At the same time, it
also provides sufficient funding for important
government programs—like allowing us to in-
crease funding for such essential programs as
education, national security, and prescription
drug benefits for our seniors.

H.R. 4601 is very straightforward. It will take
all of this year’s federal non-Social Security
surplus funds over and above the anticipated
$24.4 billion surplus we were told to expect
earlier this year, and lock it away in a new
special ‘‘off budget’’ account that will be used
exclusively for paying off the national public
debt. In fact, the Congressional Budget Office
is expected to announce this summer that this
year’s budget surplus will be at least $40 bil-
lion. That’s $14.6 billion that, under this legis-
lation, would be dedicated to debt reduction
this year.

In addition, for every dollar locked away into
this national debt-payment account, H.R. 4601
will lower the authorized federal debt ceiling
that the federal government is allowed to bor-
row up to, dollar for dollar. This ceiling is like
an authorized federal credit line and it cur-
rently allows the government to incur up to
$5.95 trillion in debt. Can you imagine—$5.95
trillion of debt? Not too long ago, Democratic
budgets projected this kind of debt as far as
the eye could see. Now, Mr. Speaker, with en-
actment of this legislation, Congress for the
first time since 1917, will lower the debt ceiling
instead of increasing it.

Why should we care about reducing our na-
tional debt? Beyond the fact that past irre-
sponsible government borrowing has mort-
gaged the future of our children and grand-
children and saddled them with a debt that
they did not create—reducing our multi-trillion
national debt will lower government interest
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payments which currently consume hundreds
of millions of taxpayer dollars each and every
year. Anyone who has a credit card knows, as
long as you are only paying for the interest
charges, you will never dig yourself out of the
hold and can only find yourself at best tread-
ing water, and at worst sinking in to a quag-
mire of red ink. Thanks to decades of Demo-
cratically-controlled Congresses, America has
been in the red for far too long. By dedicating
these funds to paying down the debt, we will
not only reach our goal to eliminate the public
debt by 2013, we will also be able to continue
to cut taxes to further relieve American work-
ers of the heavy tax burden they bear and
even increase savings. In addition, lowering
the federal debt will also relieve the debt’s up-
ward pressure on interest rates, which means
cheaper car loans, school loans, mortgage
loans, and even home improvement loans for
hardworking American families.

To be frank, Congress also needs this debt
reduction legislation to remove the temptation
to spend any unexpected budget surpluses.
Let’s face it folks, Washington is not known for
keeping their hands out of the cookie jar. It’s
time to get the chain and padlock and secure
these funds out of temptation’s way and keep
ourselves, and those who follow us here in
Congress and in the White House, on this
hard-fought road to fiscal responsibility.

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this much needed legislation, and en-
courage an enthusiastic ‘‘yes’’ vote on H.R.
4601.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, deficit spending
has run rampant for too long. The federal debt
has ballooned to nearly $6 trillion. With this
legislation for the first time since 1917 we are
reversing this trend.

Uncle Sam will actually begin to pay off our
$6 trillion credit card bill. Paying off our huge
debt should be a top priority, not an after-
thought.

Under current law, any money left over at
the end of the year is used to reduce the debt.
This bill makes debt reduction a priority by
setting aside the money up front.

Reducing the public debt is good for the
country. It increases national saving and
makes it more likely that the economy will
continue growing strong. American families
benefit through lower interest rates on mort-
gages and other loans, more jobs, better
wages, and ultimately higher living standards.

Reducing the public debt strengthens the
government’s fiscal position by reducing inter-
est costs and promoting economic growth.
This makes it easier for the government to af-
ford its future budget obligations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. NUSSLE)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4601, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
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SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE
LOCK-BOX ACT OF 2000

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3859) to amend the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 to protect Social Se-
curity and Medicare surpluses through
strengthened budgetary enforcement
mechanisms, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 3859

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Lock-box Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. PURPOSE.

The purpose of this Act is to—
(1) ensure that social security trust fund

surpluses shall be used to pay down the debt
held by the public until social security re-
form legislation is enacted; and

(2) ensure that the projected surplus of the
Federal Hospital Insurance Trust Fund shall
be used to pay down the debt held by the
public until medicare reform legislation is
enacted.
SEC. 3. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY SUR-

PLUSES.
(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL

SECURITY SURPLUSES.—Section 312 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974 is amended
by adding at the end the following new sub-
section:

‘‘(g) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT SOCIAL
SECURITY SURPLUSES.—

‘‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year.

‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—Except as
provided by paragraph (3), it shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
if—

‘‘(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

‘‘(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

‘‘(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report,
would cause or increase an on-budget deficit
for any fiscal year.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (2) shall not
apply to social security reform legislation as
defined by section 7(1) of the Social Security
and Medicare Lock-box Act of 2000.

‘‘(4) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘on-budget deficit’, when ap-
plied to a fiscal year, means the deficit in
the budget as set forth in the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et pursuant to section 301(a)(3) for that fiscal
year.’’.

(b) CONTENT OF CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET.—Section 301(a) of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 is amended by re-
designating paragraphs (6) and (7) as para-
graphs (7) and (8), respectively, and by in-
serting after paragraph (5) the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(6) the receipts, outlays, and surplus or
deficit in the Federal Old-Age and Survivors
Insurance Trust Fund and the Federal Dis-
ability Insurance Trust Fund, combined, es-
tablished by title II of the Social Security
Act;’’.

(c) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—(1)
Section 904(c)(1) of the Congressional Budget
Act of 1974 is amended by inserting ‘‘312(g),’’
after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’.

(2) Section 904(d)(2) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 is amended by inserting
‘‘312(g),’’ after ‘‘310(d)(2),’’.
SEC. 4. PROTECTION OF MEDICARE SURPLUSES.

(a) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT MEDICARE
SURPLUSES.—Section 312 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (as amended by sec-
tion 3) is further amended by adding at the
end the following new subsection:

‘‘(h) POINTS OF ORDER TO PROTECT MEDI-
CARE SURPLUSES.—

‘‘(1) CONCURRENT RESOLUTIONS ON THE BUDG-
ET.—It shall not be in order in the House of
Representatives or the Senate to consider
any concurrent resolution on the budget, or
conference report thereon or amendment
thereto, that would set forth an on-budget
surplus for any fiscal year that is less than
the projected surplus of the Federal Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund for that fiscal year (as
assumed in that resolution).

‘‘(2) SUBSEQUENT LEGISLATION.—Except as
provided by paragraph (3), it shall not be in
order in the House of Representatives or the
Senate to consider any bill, joint resolution,
amendment, motion, or conference report
if—

‘‘(A) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion as reported;

‘‘(B) the adoption and enactment of that
amendment; or

‘‘(C) the enactment of that bill or resolu-
tion in the form recommended in that con-
ference report,
would cause the on-budget surplus for any
fiscal year to be less than the projected sur-
plus of the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund (as assumed in the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et) for that fiscal year or increase the
amount by which the on-budget surplus for
any fiscal year would be less than such trust
fund surplus for that fiscal year.

‘‘(3) EXCEPTION.—Paragraph (2) shall not
apply to medicare reform legislation as de-
fined by section 7(2) of the Social Security
and Medicare Lock-box Act of 2000.

‘‘(4) DEFINITION.—For purposes of this sec-
tion, the term ‘on-budget surplus’, when ap-
plied to a fiscal year, means the surplus in
the budget as set forth in the most recently
agreed to concurrent resolution on the budg-
et pursuant to section 301(a)(3) for that fiscal
year.’’.

(b) SUPER MAJORITY REQUIREMENT.—
(1) POINT OF ORDER.—Section 904(c)(1) of

the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (as
amended by section 3) is further amended by
inserting ‘‘312(h),’’ after ‘‘312(g),’’.

(2) WAIVER.—Section 904(d)(2) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974 (as amended by
section 3) is further amended by inserting
‘‘312(h),’’ after ‘‘312(g),’’.
SEC. 5. REMOVING SOCIAL SECURITY FROM

BUDGET PRONOUNCEMENTS.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Any official statement

issued by the Office of Management and
Budget, the Congressional Budget Office, or
any other agency or instrumentality of the
Federal Government of surplus or deficit to-
tals of the budget of the United States Gov-
ernment as submitted by the President or of
the surplus or deficit totals of the congres-
sional budget, and any description of, or ref-
erence to, such totals in any official publica-
tion or material issued by either of such Of-
fices or any other such agency or instrumen-
tality, shall exclude the outlays and receipts
of the old-age, survivors, and disability in-
surance program under title II of the Social
Security Act (including the Federal Old-Age
and Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the
Federal Disability Insurance Trust Fund)
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and the related provisions of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(b) SEPARATE SOCIAL SECURITY BUDGET
DOCUMENTS.—The excluded outlays and re-
ceipts of the old-age, survivors, and dis-
ability insurance program under title II of
the Social Security Act shall be submitted in
separate Social Security budget documents.
SEC. 6. PROTECTION OF SOCIAL SECURITY AND

MEDICARE SURPLUSES.
(a) SOCIAL SECURITY.—(1) Chapter 11 of sub-

title II of title 31, United States Code, is
amended by adding before section 1101 the
following:
‘‘§ 1100. Protection of social security sur-

pluses
‘‘The budget of the United States Govern-

ment submitted by the President under this
chapter shall not recommend an on-budget
deficit for any fiscal year covered by that
budget unless it includes proposed legislative
language for social security reform legisla-
tion as defined by section 7(1) of the Social
Security and Medicare Lock-box Act of
2000.’’.

(2) The chapter analysis for chapter 11 of
title 31, United States Code, is amended by
inserting before the item relating to section
1101 the following:
‘‘1100. Protection of Social Security Sur-

pluses.’’.
(b) MEDICARE.—(1) Chapter 11 of subtitle II

of title 31, United States Code, is amended by
adding after section 1100 the following:
‘‘§ 1100A. Protection of medicare surpluses

‘‘The budget of the United States Govern-
ment submitted by the President under this
chapter shall not recommend an on-budget
surplus for any fiscal year that is less than
the projected surplus of the Federal Hospital
Insurance Trust Fund for that fiscal year un-
less it includes proposed legislative language
for medicare reform legislation as defined by
section 7(2) of the Social Security and Medi-
care Lock-box Act of 2000 or social security
reform legislation as defined by section 7(1)
of that Act.’’.

(2) CHAPTER ANALYSIS.—The chapter anal-
ysis for chapter 11 of title 31, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item
relating to section 1100 the following:
‘‘1100A. Protection of Medicare Surpluses.’’.
SEC. 7. DEFINITIONS.

As used in this Act:
(1) SOCIAL SECURITY REFORM LEGISLATION.—

The term ‘‘social security reform legisla-
tion’’ means a bill or a joint resolution to
save social security and includes a provision
stating the following: ‘‘For purposes of the
Social Security and Medicare Lock-box Act
of 2000, this Act constitutes social security
reform legislation to save social security.’’.

(2) MEDICARE REFORM LEGISLATION.—The
term ‘‘medicare reform legislation’’ means a
bill or a joint resolution to save Medicare
and includes a provision stating the fol-
lowing: ‘‘For purposes of the Social Security
and Medicare Lock-box Act of 2000, this Act
constitutes medicare reform legislation to
save medicare.’’.
SEC. 8. EFFECTIVE DATE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act shall take effect
upon the date of its enactment and the
amendments made by this Act shall apply to
fiscal year 2001 and subsequent fiscal years.

(b) EXPIRATION.—(1) Sections 301(a)(6) and
312(g) of the Congressional Budget Act of 1974
shall expire upon the enactment of social se-
curity reform legislation.

(2) Section 312(h) of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974 shall expire upon the en-
actment of medicare reform legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHAW). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER)

and the gentleman from South Caro-
lina (Mr. SPRATT) each will control 20
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 3859.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, for over 30 years, sur-

plus dollars in the Social Security
Trust Fund were raided and spent on
unrelated programs. Last year, this
Congress took the first step towards
stopping the raid on Social Security
bypassing legislation I introduced, the
Social Security lock box, by an over-
whelming 416 to 12 vote. Our efforts
paid off, and last year, not one penny
of the $124 billion Social Security sur-
plus was spent.

But Social Security is not the only
trust fund to be raided over the years.
Over the next 5 years, taxpayers will
pay an estimated $126 billion more into
the Medicare trust fund part A which
pays for in-patient hospital care than
will be taken out for Medicare ex-
penses. Without a Medicare lock box,
those surpluses will be spent.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to raise the
bar and protect Medicare. The 40 mil-
lion seniors and disabled in this Nation
that depend on Medicare deserve to
know that their Medicare money is not
being spent on anything else.

In March, I introduced the Medicare
lock Box we are debating today.
Through a point of order, this Medicare
lock box prohibits the consideration of
any legislation that spends any of the
Medicare part A surplus. The Medicare
lock box also prevents Medicare sur-
pluses from being intermingled with
the rest of the budget. Additionally,
under this measure the protected Medi-
care surpluses will go towards paying
down public debt, accelerating our ef-
forts to pay off the public debt by 2013.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is a win-win. It
is a win for fiscal discipline, it is a win
for fairness in budgeting and, most im-
portantly, it is a win-win for our sen-
iors.

I urge my colleagues to stand up for
our seniors and vote for the Medicare
lock box.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, last week, the Vice
President introduced the idea of taking
the Medicare part A Hospital Insurance
Trust Fund off budget, putting it off
budget completely. There was no such
plan on the other side. Their budget
resolution, which they pushed through
2 months ago, used all of the projected

surpluses, including the Medicare sur-
plus for tax cuts and a few program in-
creases. To the extent that anyone de-
serves credit here, I think we should
say the Vice President has initiated an
idea which the Republican majority is
today embracing, but in a different
form. They do not go as far as he pro-
poses.

The version of this bill that is before
us now was not drafted until last night.
It was not introduced or referred to the
Committee on Budget, which has juris-
diction. Section 306 of the Budget Act
gives us jurisdiction specifically over
this kind of legislation. We have not
held hearings, we have not taken testi-
mony, and our debate is limited to 40
minutes without any amendments in
order.

For that reason, I would like to put
some questions to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER), who is the
sponsor of the bill, if he would answer
them for clarification and for legisla-
tive history.

Why does the gentleman propose not
to take the Medicare part A Trust
Fund off budget as the Vice President
proposed? Why has the gentleman
elected not to take it off budget and
have a clean separation between it and
the rest of the budget?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, my origi-
nal bill actually did take it off budget.
That is what I would like to see done
eventually. However, as the gentleman
knows, I did pass legislation last year,
which I believe the gentleman sup-
ported, on taking Social Security off
budget which we cannot even get out of
the Senate, which the Vice President
seems to be opposing his President on
over there. So what we are doing is
taking it one step at a time.

I might mention that even though it
passed here overwhelmingly, and even
though the Vice President, who
brought this out 2 weeks ago, and I
congratulated him, I authored it last
March, it is better to come late than
not come at all, and I am glad he is
joining us.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman begs the
question. If this is what we did with
Social Security in order to protect it,
why not do the same with Medicare?
Has the gentleman made a com-
promise?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, why do
we not pass this first, and then we will
do it next year.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, section
3(b) of the gentleman’s bill adds a new
requirement to the congressional budg-
et resolution. It requires the resolution
to show receipts, outlays, and sur-
pluses of deficits in the Old Age and
Survivors, OASDI Social Security
Trust Fund. This is a new requirement,
for since 1991, budget resolutions have
excluded Social Security. Why does the
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gentleman now require budget resolu-
tions to show the Social Security sur-
plus when, for a decade, they have been
prohibited from showing the Social Se-
curity surplus?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will again yield, I believe
we need to do that, because as the gen-
tleman knows, during the years that
the Democrats controlled this House
for over 40 years that these surpluses
were spent, they were counted as part
of the ongoing budget. So the intention
is to separate them, to actually deter-
mine what is being spent and what is
not being spent, so that we can hold
each of our Members, 435 here in the
House and 100 in the Senate, respon-
sible if they vote for spending that goes
into that. That is why we want it sepa-
rate.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the gentleman is not sep-
arating them. That is just the point.
By putting them back in the budget,
the gentleman is undercutting the
whole idea of having Social Security
off budget. It boggles my mind why the
gentleman would want to do that,
when the idea is to separate these ac-
counts and treat them differently from
the ordinary accounts of the budget.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRATT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I believe it was 1985 that we passed
the law to take Social Security off
budget; and as everybody is aware,
even with that designation, we contin-
ued to spend the Social Security sur-
plus. So it would seem to me, I would
say to the gentleman, it is not how the
gentleman might construct it where we
put these numbers, but it is the final
decision whether we spend the money
or not.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, the problem we have is
that section 3(b) requires that the con-
gressional budget resolution show re-
ceipts, outlays, and surpluses in the
OASDI trust fund, while section 5 pro-
hibits it. Am I correct? I had to ask
staff to make sure I am correctly inter-
preting that. Why the contradiction? Is
this a result of midnight compromises
made on how this bill was to be draft-
ed?

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield further to me,
again, looking back since 1935, almost
all of those years were controlled by
the Democrats. These were, number
one, being spent and were included as
part of the budget.

My ultimate goal is to do as we did
last year with Social Security and take
it completely off budget. My concern
is, because of opposition on the gentle-
man’s side and the fact that the Vice
President evidently, and Senator
DASCHLE, a Democrat from South Da-
kota, are not allowing us to vote on it
over there, we thought we would take
it one step at a time.

The first step would be that at least
we were not going to count it, that it

would be secluded, that we would see
the number and it would have to be re-
ported as a separate number, taking
that as a half a loaf, and then come
back next year, which I can assure the
gentleman I am going to do, and go
with the rest of the loaf to make sure
it is completely off budget.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, just to say in conclusion
that we will take the whole loaf. If the
gentleman wants to go with setting it
off completely, we will vote for that;
and we do not understand why the gen-
tleman has not gone that far.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Members are reminded that
they should not criticize positions of
Members of the other body during the
debate.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

What our goal is, since 1935, we have
been spending both Social Security and
the Medicare part of Social Security on
ongoing programs. I am very grateful
that we have a bipartisan bill here, we
have Members of the other party; and I
am very grateful for the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM), who has
been working with us on our last bill
last year and this one this year; and
the goal is that we not spend it, and
that is what we are attempting to do.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH),
who has spent many, many hours work-
ing on Social Security; and I appre-
ciate the gentleman’s efforts.

(Mr. SMITH of Michigan asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, it is a good start. We need to re-
mind ourselves that simply not spend-
ing the money does not fix the sol-
vency problem of Social Security or fix
the solvency problem of Medicare.
Mostly because of demographics, the
actuaries have determined that both of
these programs are going broke, the
challenge is, where do we get that
money to keep the commitment we
have made to seniors that those prom-
ised benefits are going to be there.

I think all Members can support this
kind of legislation that encourages not
spending any of the Social Security or
Medicare surplus money on other gov-
ernment programs. This commitment
is going to help some with the huge
problem of keeping Social Security and
Medicare solvent.

I was hoping in this presidential elec-
tion that we could come debate real
specifics in terms of how we are going
to save Social Security and Medicare.
Sadly, it would be demagogued because
it is so easy to scare the seniors that
depend on these programs. This Presi-
dent, I think, had a unique opportunity
to lead us, in the last three years to
keep Social Security solvent forever.
That did not happen, and now we are
hoping that the next President will do

that. I congratulate the gentleman
from California (Mr. HERGER) for mov-
ing us ahead, at least in the effort to
encourage this Congress to have some
fiscal responsibility, fiscal discipline,
of not using the Social Security sur-
plus or the H I trust fund surplus for ei-
ther tax cuts or for spending on other
government programs. That is good.

Mr. Speaker, for the record, I have
introduced legislation that provides a
sequester if we were to use either of
these trust fund surpluses for either of
those purposes. So anybody that would
like to join me in cosponsoring H.R.
4694, I welcome their cosponsorship.
Let us pass Mr. HERGER’s bill. Let us
make it unanimous, and let us have the
courage and fiscal discipline we need to
save these two important programs.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, it is
always fun to come out here on press
release day and to see what the major-
ity has got in mind for press releases
for the weekend.

As I look at this, this is a bill that
reminds me of an automobile. I remem-
ber there was an automobile called the
Pinto, and it was out there and it kept
exploding and burning and people got
in a terrible mess, so they had a recall.

b 1430

Now, this is a recalled bill, because
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) passed the bill last year to
protect social security. By George, we
passed it 414 or whatever it was out of
here. Now here we are back fixing it.

What was the matter with the one we
did last year? Was it the fact that they
left out Medicare, and the Vice Presi-
dent said that we ought to take Medi-
care off-budget, too, like the President
said in his State of the Union message?
Was it those issues that finally lead to,
well, as soon as the Vice President said
it, the next thing we know we have this
bill here? It is the history of this bill.

I think, Mr. Speaker, and I am really
serious about this, the reason this is a
pretend Congress is because nobody on
the gentleman’s side takes this Con-
gress seriously and its procedures when
we have a bill introduced and it never
has a hearing, never has a hearing, no
testimony whatsoever, and then sud-
denly the Committee on Rules meets
all by itself and they pop a bill out
that is not even the one that was intro-
duced into the Congress, so it has had
no hearings in the Committee on the
Budget, who is going to have to work
with us in the future.

The gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT) and I have sat there and
watched this process, and this is going
to make it even worse because we are
having bills introduced affecting that
committee by members of the Com-
mittee on Rules who apparently, I do
not know, they must have had some



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4711June 20, 2000
revelation come down from heaven in
the dark of the night that this was the
bill.

The Congressional Budget Act pro-
hibits that, specifically prohibits bills
being considered on the floor of the
House that have not been considered in
the committee that handles them, the
Committee on the Budget. So they
broke the rules of their own Congress.
It is like, well, those are just rules,
who cares, right?

In doing so, they do things that make
no sense at all, because they have sec-
tion 3(b) that says we have to show the
social security surplus, and we have
section 5 that says we cannot show it.
Now, we cannot have it both ways. We
cannot show it and not show it. So
they did not even take the time last
night to even proofread the bill.

This is a travesty and a joke. The
other body will consider it the same.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Just to quickly respond to the gen-
tleman, again, this legislation was au-
thored last March 6. I am pleased that
the Vice President came out 2 weeks
ago and does not want to spend social
security-Medicare trust funds now.

Really, that is what it is all about,
are we going to continue, as the last
Congresses have for over 30 years,
spending social security and Medicare
trust funds, or are we going to save it
just for that?

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. RYAN),
who serves on the Committee on the
Budget and has worked on this issue
very diligently.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentleman from California
for all his hard work. He and I have
worked on this issue quite a bit in the
last Congress, and the gentleman has
worked on this in prior Congresses. Let
us clear this issue up and bring it out
of the process and the mechanistic
talk. What we are talking about here is
stopping the raid on social security,
stopping the raid on Medicare, and
equipping Congress with the tools to do
that.

Does this bill go all the way and save
social security and Medicare? No. We
are not suggesting it does.

As a member of the Committee on
the Budget, as a new Member of Con-
gress, I dedicated my time this year to
trying to change the culture in Wash-
ington. For the last 30 years there has
been a culture in Washington which
has basically said this: If we are going
to pay our FICA taxes off of our pay-
check for social security and Medicare,
Washington does not care if we pay it
for social security and Medicare, be-
cause Washington is going to take it
and spend it on other government pro-
grams that have nothing to do with so-
cial security and Medicare.

We need to stop those days, Mr.
Speaker. We need to stop the days of
raiding social security, of taking
money from Medicare and social secu-
rity and spending it on programs that

have nothing to do with it. What this
bill does is fix the rules in Congress so
we do not consider that kind of legisla-
tion.

We have a point of order saying we
are not going to consider legislation if
it attempts to raid social security and
Medicare. We are going to make sure
that when we analyze our budgets,
when we total up the numbers of the
Federal Government’s budget, we are
not counting the social security and
Medicare trust fund against our defi-
cits or against our debts. We are say-
ing, honest accounting, stop the raid
on the program.

I have a bill which has some of these
provisions in it which stops the raid on
the social security program indefati-
gably, stops it by law. This bill changes
the culture in Congress, a culture that
has occurred here for 30 years where
people would vote for legislation that
would raid social security.

The President gave us a budget 2
years ago that took 38 percent of social
security out of social security and
spent it on other government pro-
grams. We are saying no to that.

This Congress, this Committee on the
Budget, last year stopped the raid on
social security for the first time in 30
years. We are following up on that
promise. We are following up on that
policy by saying that we are changing
the culture in Washington. We are
changing the rules in Congress so when
we do legislation here from now on, we
are not going back to those old days of
raiding social security and raiding
Medicare. If we pay our FICA taxes off
of our paycheck, that money will go to
social security and will go to Medicare,
period, end of story.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the Social Security and
Medicare Safe Deposit Lockbox Act. I
want to commend the gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER) for his work in
introducing the legislation.

I was proud to join him in sending
out Dear Colleagues twice to our col-
leagues encouraging them to support
this legislation. But I must say, I am
rather disappointed that the gentle-
man’s leadership chose to change the
legislation significantly last night be-
tween the time we wrote the letter en-
couraging them to support it and what
we have before us today.

Why they did that only the gen-
tleman and they know. That is not a
reason for us not to vote for the legis-
lation today. It is still a step in the
right direction. By creating a firewall
around Medicare trust fund surpluses
to protect these revenues for exclusive
use in the Medicare program, this bill
will take another step forward in main-
taining fiscal discipline and improving
our ability to meet the fiscal chal-
lenges of the future.

For the last several years I have
joined with my Blue Dog colleagues to
offer budgets that would truly balance
the budget without counting either
Medicare or social security surpluses.
As has already been discussed, recently
the Vice President put the issue on the
national agenda by proposing that the
newly calculated surpluses be used to
take Medicare off-budget.

I want to congratulate those, now the
House leadership, for endorsing the
wisdom of the Blue Dog position and
following the Vice President’s lead on
the issue, and following the lead of the
gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER), although I must say, I wish
the gentleman on this side of the aisle
would have seen the wisdom, and more
on our side of the aisle would have seen
the wisdom, in voting for our Blue Dog
budget earlier this year in which we
would have already had this done.

While congratulating my Republican
colleagues for bringing this legislation
to the floor today, I also remind them
that this legislation applies to both
spending increases and tax cuts that
would dip into the Medicare surplus.
Every Member who votes for this legis-
lation today and brags about pro-
tecting Medicare should keep that in
mind when talking about either large
tax cuts or new spending proposals
later this year.

At the moment, the Medicare trust
fund is running a surplus. That story
will change drastically in the next dec-
ade when the baby boom generation be-
gins retiring and depends on Medicare
for their health coverage. Rather than
consuming current surpluses through
large tax cuts and new government
spending, we should use them to pre-
pare for the challenges Medicare faces.
That is what we do with this legisla-
tion today.

I again repeat, I am disappointed the
bill before us was changed last night so
it no longer excludes the Medicare
trust fund from calculations of the on-
budget surplus, and would allow us to
continue the practice of using the
Medicare surplus to inflate surplus to-
tals. It is not as good a bill as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HERGER)
introduced or that I cosponsored, but it
is still a good bill.

Whether we technically take Medi-
care off-budget or not, I hope all Mem-
bers will honor the spirit of this legis-
lation and not count the Medicare sur-
plus when talking about the amount of
surpluses available to be divided be-
tween tax cuts, increased spending, and
debt reduction.

We are headed in the right direction.
We are headed in the right direction by
agreeing to save the Medicare trust
fund surpluses to pay down the na-
tional debt and protect the long-term
solvency of both social security and
Medicare. However, we should go fur-
ther by walling off some of the on-
budget surpluses beyond social security
and Medicare for debt reduction. Doing
so would represent a much stronger
commitment to paying down our $5.7
trillion national debt.
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Saving a portion of the non-social se-

curity and Medicare surpluses for debt
reduction would start to make up for
the years in which we borrowed from
those surpluses instead of saving them,
as we should have done. In addition,
walling off a portion of the on-budget
surplus for debt reduction provides a
cushion if budget projections change
for the worse.

We should not kid ourselves that this
legislation alone solves the long-term
challenges facing Medicare, but until
we can reach agreement on comprehen-
sive Medicare reforms to put the pro-
gram on a stronger financial footing,
the next best thing we can do is pay
down the debt by saving the entire
Medicare surplus.

I encourage all Members to support
this legislation, which is a good step
forward, and continue to move toward
further fiscal responsibility. Again, I
congratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER) for his leadership
in this endeavor.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Again, I thank my good friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
for his longtime support and work on
walling off both social security and
Medicare.

Let me just point out again that this
does take Medicare off the table. It
would require a special vote in order to
spend anything above that. It does not
go quite as far as the gentleman from
Texas and I want to go. Hopefully next
year in further Congresses we will do
that, but I do thank the gentleman for
his help.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from South Dakota (Mr.
THUNE), and I want to again thank him
for his tireless support in working in
this area.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I thank him for his great leadership on
this issue.

In fact, the gentleman is such a great
leader that the Vice President has
adopted the Herger position for his
campaign, which I think speaks to the
power and potency of this issue.

Last year, the Republican Congress
did the right thing. We said that we are
going to rope off social security and
make sure it does not get spent for
other purposes, because for far too long
in this Congress social security and
Medicare surpluses and trust funds
have been Washington’s cookie jar to
fund all these other programs in gov-
ernment.

We said last year, categorically, this
has to stop. The American people de-
serve better, our seniors deserve better.
We made that commitment with social
security. Unfortunately, the legislation
has been stalled in the Senate, yet we
need to move forward to ensure that we
have the same level of protection for
Medicare, and that is what this legisla-
tion would do today. Hopefully we can
get action on the social security
lockbox as well as the Medicare
lockbox.

Last year, Mr. Speaker, the Federal
government dipped into Medicare by
about $21 billion to fund unrelated gov-
ernment spending in other areas. We do
not need bigger government and we do
not need to finance bigger government
with social security and Medicare pay-
roll taxes, taxes that people pay with
the expectation that those programs
are going to be there some day for
them.

What we need is fiscal responsibility,
and to provide more security for all of
Americans’ retirement. This bill does
just that, and it provides the basis and
foundation upon which we can build
the Medicare reform that the gen-
tleman from Texas was talking about.

Mr. Speaker, my State of South Da-
kota is a very rural State. It is not un-
common in South Dakota to have in a
hospital 70 percent of the patient load
being Medicare-dependent. When Medi-
care funding is used to fund other pro-
grams of government, it deprives that
important program of those funds that
are necessary to fund the investment
in technology to make sure that grand-
fathers and grandmothers and parents
in rural areas have access to critical
hospitals and to the other health care
requirements that they have to deal
with. So it is important that this fund-
ing in the Medicare trust fund be pro-
tected for just that purpose.

I signed onto this legislation, Mr.
Speaker, because it is the right thing
to do for America’s seniors and it is the
right thing to do for America’s tax-
payers. We need to continue to be
guardians of these trust funds. Before
last year, they were raided for some 40
years. It is time that we stop the raid
on these trust funds and ensure that we
are doing everything that we can to
end the waste, fraud, and abuse in gov-
ernment, and to put the additional
safeguards in place to ensure that so-
cial security and Medicare dollars are
not stolen to pay the other government
bills that are wrapped up by this Wash-
ington government, but that they are
locked away and put to the use for
which they were intended. That is to
provide health care for our parents, our
grandparents, and hopefully some day
for our children.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this bill walls off the
surplus in the Medicare Part A trust
fund. It says in effect that the surplus
in the President’s budget and in the
congressional budget resolution should
be at least as large every year as the
Medicare Part A surplus. In addition,
of course, tax cuts and spending in-
creases could not reach that target.

The idea of taking the Part A trust
fund off the table, not off the budget, is
a small step forward, because it means
that a slightly higher share of the pro-
jected surpluses over the next 10 years
are going to be devoted to paying down
publicly-held debt. That is good for so-
cial security, that is good for Medicare,
that is good for the economy. That is
why I voted yes.

But this is just a small step, a token
step, since preserving the Medicare sur-
plus does not really extend Medicare
solvency for one day. Our long-term
fiscal situation implies that over the
course of the next 10 years, while we
are generating these on-budget sur-
pluses, we should be devoting a signifi-
cant share of them to Medicare sol-
vency, to debt reduction, and to social
security solvency for the long run.
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That is why I said earlier on the pre-
vious bill that we ought to have a piece
of legislation here which simply says
we resolve that now, and into the fu-
ture; we will set aside some fixed per-
centage of our own budget surplus
every year for debt reduction or for
contribution to these trust funds.

The Clinton administration and our
congressional Democratic budget reso-
lution devoted more than 40 percent of
the projected on-budget surplus to debt
reduction; and we took $300 billion out
of the general fund, that is out of the
on-budget surplus, and put it in the
Medicare trust fund in order to extend
the solvency of the Medicare program
into and past 2020. The Blue Dog budg-
et, which was offered as an alternative,
committed 50 percent of the projected
on-budget surplus to debt reduction.

But the Republican plan devoted es-
sentially none of the surplus to debt re-
duction and took none of it, none of it,
and put it into Medicare where it
would ensure, at least extend the sol-
vency of the program.

Unlike the proposal made the other
day by Vice-President GORE, as I have
noted, this bill fails to take the Medi-
care trust fund off budget. It simply
takes it off the table or out of the cal-
culation. In addition, it has something
in it that I would call a trap door. In
fact, it was in the Social Security leg-
islation, too. Specifically, any legisla-
tion that identifies itself as Social Se-
curity reform or Medicare reform, it
only has to recite those magic words,
‘‘is automatically exempt without fur-
ther proof from the provisions of this
lockbox.’’

This is very much like the emergency
spending exemption that we have got
in current law. Any legislation that is
designated an emergency by somebody,
no matter how routine, is exempt from
the spending caps. The same can hap-
pen with Medicare reform and Social
Security reform.

The bill itself says in black letters,
all one has got to do is recite ‘‘this bill
is for Medicare reform, this bill is for
Social Security reform,’’ and, bang,
these provisions no longer apply to
one.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, if the majority
were really serious about using pro-
jected surpluses to reduce debt and
save and protect Medicare and Social
Security, then I think they would take
this bill, this occasion, to repeal sec-
tion 213 of the budget resolution which
they passed weeks ago. In just a few
weeks, the Congressional Budget Office
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is going to increase its estimate of the
projected on-budget surpluses by $800
billion, a trillion dollars, maybe $1.2
trillion, maybe more.

Section 213 of their budget resolution
will allow the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Budget to commit, give,
devote as much as 100 percent of that
increase in the projected surplus to the
Committee on Ways and Means for ad-
ditional tax cuts instead of debt reduc-
tion, instead of saving Social Security,
instead of protecting Medicare, use 100
percent of it for tax reduction.

If my colleagues were serious about
debt reduction, serious about pro-
tecting Medicare and Social Security,
surely, surely we would say some of
these additional surpluses will be re-
tained, set aside, and protected for
these essential programs and this es-
sential purpose, and that is debt reduc-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, just briefly responding
to the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPRATT), who mentioned this is at
least a small step, I really believe this
is a major step. It is the first step, be-
cause it is saying that, for the first
time in more than 40 years, we are not
going to do as previous Congresses
have done, the party of the gentleman
from South Carolina did, for all the
years it controlled this House, in that
they spent it all. They counted it, in-
cluded it as part of the ongoing budget
and spent it.

What we are saying is that this
money is being removed from the table.
We are not going to spend it. We are
dedicating it as the first step to be
used to saving and preserving and im-
proving Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Kentucky (Mrs.
NORTHUP).

Mrs. NORTHUP. Mr. Speaker, as a
relative newcomer on the block in
Washington, people ask me all the time
in my district if it seems different to
be in Congress, if Washington is dif-
ferent, if it is different than our State
legislatures, if it is different than our
local councils. I always tell them it is
astoundingly different; that, in fact,
there is a culture of spending in Wash-
ington that is really unmatched any-
place else around this country.

As a member of the Committee on
Appropriations, it is an everyday take-
your-breath-away experience as I see
one amendment after another to spend
millions, hundreds of millions, billions
more dollars.

In fact, last week, there was an all-
day markup that, that day alone, Mem-
bers made proposals to raise spending
$10 billion. The culture that there is no
limit to the dollars, that there is no
pain, that there is no working family
at the other end of those tax dollars
that paid that money in, in tax dollars
and took it out of what they could
spend for their children has been just
an amazing culture for me to behold.

I am proud to be part of a Congress
that is trying to change that culture
that has been with us for 40 years, that
one could spend every dollar one could
take, and that one could spend it when
it is meant for future obligations in
what feels good today or programs that
we have today or new ideas that people
have, that there is no limit.

So we are maybe making beginning
steps, but they are powerfully impor-
tant. One of them is to take the Medi-
care dollars off the table from what we
consider as surplus. For years, we have
used Medicare dollars to fund new pro-
grams and programs that exist that we
want to put more dollars into.

What we have done, in essence, is to
put an IOU in the cookie jar and said,
someday, when Medicare needs this
money, they can take it out. But of
course when Medicare opens the cookie
jar, there are no assets there to pay the
bills. We are not going to be able to sell
off our assets, our airports, our schools,
our roads in order to recoup this
money for Medicare.

So this bill today, it is for our fa-
thers and our grandparents. It is for
those who put the money in for so
many years when it was not respected
for the purpose it was expected to be
spent for. But it is also for our chil-
dren, our children who want the best
for their grandparents and for their
parents who want to know that they
can live up to their responsibilities and
who we owe them the possibility of a
program that is solvent enough that
they can assume their responsibilities.

I am lucky; I have both of my par-
ents who are 78 who, for years, contrib-
uted to this country and made their
contribution. Let us recognize that as
we pass this bill today.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the Chair how much time I
have remaining.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) has 2 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HERGER) has 41⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all the
colleagues that have come to the floor
today to support this incredibly impor-
tant first step toward protecting Medi-
care surpluses. Over the next 5 years,
an estimated $126 billion more will be
paid into the Medicare trust fund by
taxpayers than is currently being
taken out for Medicare expenses.

Our seniors deserve to know that
these Medicare surplus dollars are not
being spent on unrelated programs.
The Medicare lock box prohibits legis-
lation that spends the Medicare surplus
from being considered and separates
Medicare funds from future budget pro-
jections.

Last year, we locked away the Social
Security surplus. Today we have the
opportunity to take it one step further

and protect our seniors’ Medicare sur-
pluses.

I urge my colleagues to support this.
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of

my time to close.
Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I am going to vote for

this bill because I think basically we
should segregate the part A trust fund.
But I am going to plead the abuse of
process before acceding to the bill, be-
cause this is not the way to make im-
portant law.

As I said earlier, this bill was not
drafted, to the best of my knowledge,
until last night. We did not see it this
morning until 10 o’clock or 11 o’clock.
It was not introduced or referred to the
Committee on the Budget. It did not
come through the Committee on Rules.
The Committee on the Budget has ju-
risdiction, but we have held no hear-
ings on it. We have taken no testi-
mony.

Now the debate is limited to 40 min-
utes, and there are no amendments in
order. That is too bad. The House
ought to be able to come out here and
work its will on a piece of legislation
this important. If we were allowed to,
we could have corrected some of the
flaws in the bill. I think if we put it to
the House as a whole, do we want Medi-
care taken cleanly off budget, it would
be an overwhelming yes. We still do
not know why that compromise was
made.

Secondly, there are glitches in this
bill that honest, open debate, an
amendment, could, number one, ferret
out and, number two, correct. For ex-
ample, as I pointed out, section 3(b)
adds a new requirement to congres-
sional budget resolutions. It requires
the resolution to show the receipts and
outlays and surplus of the Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund.

Then section 5 of the same bill flat
prohibits any agent or instrumentality
of the Federal Government from in-
cluding the Social Security surplus in
any document that shows the Federal
surplus or deficit. Any instrumen-
tality. What if we were to do that in a
newsletter? Are we an instrumentality
of the Government? This is a kind of
drafting error that we could wash out
of the bill if we had an opportunity to
do; but we do not, not on the House
floor today.

This bill requires that Medicare part
A be set aside, but it does not require
the congressional budget resolution
specify exactly how much is being set
aside. That seems to me elementary.
Why would it not provide that this is
the part A trust fund, this is the
amount we expect, and we are setting
it aside, taking it off the table, out of
calculation.

So the House has not had an oppor-
tunity to do its will, and we are pass-
ing a bill that is a lot weaker than it
could be if we had an opportunity to
make it better.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
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Mr. Speaker, this is not a com-

plicated bill. It is very simple. It is ba-
sically saying that, for the first time in
more than 40 years, that we are not
going to spend the surplus, whatever
that surplus is. That is, in Medicare
and Social Security, we are not going
to spend it. Very simply, whatever it
is, we are not going to spend. It brings
about a point of order to ensure that
we do not.

Look how far we have come. It was
only a few years ago that we were look-
ing at deficits of $200 billion and $300
billion, and that did not even include
the surplus of Social Security or Medi-
care. Then a few years ago, we were re-
porting $80 billion, $90 billion, $100 bil-
lion surpluses; but that did include, I
am afraid, Medicare and Social Secu-
rity.

But guess what, those surpluses were
only half true. Every penny of those
surplus dollars were really Social Secu-
rity dollars. So what did we do? We
passed a Social Security lock box last
year that said that we would not spend
any of the surplus of Social Security,
and that passed. Now Congress and the
President speak of budget surpluses
without Social Security being included
in it. This amount is estimated to be
$40 billion this year.

Now we are raising the bar one notch
higher. We are saying that we are now
going to stop raiding Medicare, just as
we stopped raiding Social Security last
year. What we are doing is ensuring
that Social Security recipients deserve
to know that their Medicare dollars are
not being spent on anything else except
Medicare.

This bill is a win-win. It is a win for
fiscal discipline. It is a win for Medi-
care. Most importantly, it is a win for
our seniors.

I urge all my colleagues to support
this Medicare and Social Security lock
box.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, it is
common knowledge that most of today’s
American families can no longer live com-
fortably on one sole income, in fact, most
households depend on at least two incomes,
and as if that wasn’t enough, today’s Amer-
ican employees average more hours at work
than employees from other nations.

It is crystal clear that Americans work hard
for their paychecks, which is why it is disheart-
ening to know that when a significant percent-
age of their hard earned money is involuntarily
removed for a Medicare fund, our government
will use it as a slush fund to operate com-
pletely unrelated programs from which our
seniors will never benefit.

Our nation’s population is rapidly aging and
in response to this, Congress must make the
protection of Medicare dollars a high priority in
order to deliver healthcare for seniors.

Our seniors deserve the health care benefits
they were promised.

Our seniors need to know that they will re-
ceive adequate healthcare when they need it
most.

They need not be terrified, as many are,
about whether their doctor visits, treatments
and even prescriptions will be covered.

Today, the House of Representatives hopes
to put seniors’ worries at ease as we will vote

on H.R. 3859, the Social Security and Medi-
care Safe Deposit Box Act.

I thank my colleague, Congressman WALLY
HERGER for creating this legislation which will
reserve Medicare surplus dollars only for re-
sponsible debt reduction or spending on the
Medicare program.

Soon after today’s vote, seniors will no
longer need to fear that the money set aside
for their Medicare and well being will be used
as a big government slush fund.

Similarly to the Social Security lock box
which passed by a vote of 417–2 last year,
this Medicare lock box is the right thing to do;
the responsible thing to do.

Today’s vote is the first step in ensuring our
nation’s seniors that they will no longer need
to fear about whether they will be taken care
of in their old age.

Today, Congress will make history because
today we begin the guarantee of security in
healthcare for our senior citizens.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of H.R. 3859, the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare Safe Deposit Box Act of
2000, and urge my colleagues to join in sup-
port of this bill.

H.R. 3859 amends the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974 to protect the net surplus of the
Medicare Part A or Social Security trust funds
by moving them ‘‘off budget.’’ Specifically, they
may not be counted as part of the overall fed-
eral surplus by either the President or the
Congress. The bill further amends the Budget
Act of 1974 to allow a point of order to protect
Social Security surpluses in both the House
and Senate from legislation whose enactment
would either cause or increase an on-budget
deficit for a fiscal year, with the exception of
Social Security reform legislation.

Moreover, H.R. 3859 also makes it out of
order for either chamber to consider any
measure whose enactment would cause the
on-budget surplus for a fiscal year to be less
than the projected surplus of the federal hos-
pital insurance trust fund for that fiscal year.
This provision makes an exception for Medi-
care reform legislation.

Finally, H.R. 3859 requires that any state-
ment or official estimate issued by the Con-
gressional Budget Office or the Office of Man-
agement and Budget must exclude any sur-
plus in the Social Security trust fund when
issuing totals of the surplus or deficit of the
United States Government. The legislation ap-
plies to fiscal year 2001 and future years.

Mr. Speaker, the Congress has made sig-
nificant strides in the past three years with re-
gards to ending the practice of raiding the So-
cial Security Trust Fund to mask the true size
of the Federal outlays. This legislation will en-
sure that our practice of fiscal restraint will
continue.

By approving this bill, the House will dem-
onstrate to the American people its commit-
ment to protecting the long term solvency of
both the Social Security and Medicare sys-
tems. For that reason, I urge my colleagues to
lend it their strong support.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3859, as
amended.

The question was taken.
Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, on that I

demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX and the
Chair’s prior announcement, further
proceedings on this motion will be
postponed.
f

b 1500

CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL TO
ASTRONAUTS NEIL A. ARM-
STRONG, BUZZ ALDRIN, AND MI-
CHAEL COLLINS.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2815) to present a congressional
gold medal to astronauts Neil A. Arm-
strong. Buzz Aldrin, and Michael Col-
lins, the crew of Apollo 11.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2815

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:
(1) Astronaut Neil A. Armstrong, as com-

mander of Apollo 11, achieved the historic
accomplishment of piloting the Lunar Mod-
ule ‘‘Eagle’’ to the surface of the Moon, and
became the first person to walk upon the
Moon on July 20, 1969.

(2) Astronaut Buzz Aldrin joined Neil A.
Armstrong in piloting the Lunar Module
‘‘Eagle’’ to the surface of the Moon, and be-
came the second person to walk upon the
Moon on July 20, 1969.

(3) Astronaut Michael Collins provided
critical assistance to his fellow astronauts
that landed on the Moon by piloting the
Command Module ‘‘Columbia’’ in the Moon’s
orbit and communicating with Earth, there-
by allowing his fellow Apollo 11 astronauts
to successfully complete their mission on
the surface of the Moon.

(4) By conquering the Moon at great per-
sonal risk to their safety, the three Apollo 11
astronauts advanced America scientifically
and technologically, paving the way for fu-
ture missions to other regions in space.

(5) The Apollo 11 astronauts, by and
through their historic feat, united the coun-
try in favor of continued space exploration
and research.
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL GOLD MEDAL.

(a) PRESENTATION AUTHORIZED.—The Presi-
dent is authorized to present, on behalf of
the Congress, gold medals of appropriate de-
sign to astronauts Neil A. Armstrong, Buzz
Aldrin, and Michael Collins, in recognition
of their monumental and unprecedented feat
of space exploration, as well as their
achievements in the advancement of science
and promotion of the space program.

(b) DESIGN AND STRIKING.—For the purpose
of the presentation referred to in subsection
(a), the Secretary of the Treasury (hereafter
in this Act referred to as the ‘‘Secretary’’)
shall strike a gold medal with suitable em-
blems, devices, and inscriptions, to be deter-
mined by the Secretary.
SEC. 3. DUPLICATE MEDALS.

Under such regulations as the Secretary
may prescribe, the Secretary may strike and
sell duplicates in bronze of the gold medal
struck under section 2 at a price sufficient to
cover the costs of the medals, including
labor, materials, dies, use of machinery, and
overhead expenses.
SEC. 4. NATIONAL MEDALS.

The medals struck under this Act are na-
tional medals for purposes of chapter 51 of
title 31, United States Code.
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SEC. 5. PROCEEDS OF SALE.

Amounts received from the sale of dupli-
cate bronze medals under section 3 shall be
deposited in the United States Mint Public
Enterprise Fund.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Pursuant to the rule, the
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS)
and the gentleman from New York (Mr.
LAFALCE) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BACHUS).

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

(Mr. BACHUS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, on a clear
sunny Wednesday in July 1969, the first
human journey to the surface of the
moon began at Launch Complex 39 of
the Kennedy Space Center in Florida.
With the liftoff of Apollo 11, Com-
mander Neil Armstrong, Commander
Module Pilot Michael Collins, and Buzz
Aldrin were about to make history.

These three men accomplished what
others had been dreaming about for
centuries and what President John F.
Kennedy declared was a national pri-
ority during the height of the Cold
War. In response to the Soviet Union’s
stunning surprise with the first
manned flight into space, the Ameri-
cans astonished the world by sur-
passing the Soviet Union’s space pro-
gram in a few short years. This accom-
plishment demonstrates the greatness
of the American spirit, one based on
free enterprise, determination and pa-
triotism.

Mr. Speaker, we should have honored
these three men years ago. It has been
over 30 years ago since this accom-
plishment.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROGAN), and I want to
commend him at this time as the spon-
sor, the originator, of this legislation
to honor the Apollo 11 astronauts. I
would like to thank him on behalf of
the entire House for bringing this legis-
lation forward.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
first my good friend from Alabama, the
distinguished subcommittee chair, for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I was 11 years old on
July 20, 1969. For anybody of my gen-
eration, particularly who was a young
person on that date, and who can re-
member, as I do, sitting in front of a
somewhat flickering black and white
television to see the grainy image of a
human being coming down the ladder
of the lunar module and setting foot on
the moon, that was an incredible mo-
ment, not just in our Nation’s history
but in the history of all mankind. Be-
cause Americans were the ones to first
do what people for generations and for
centuries and for a millennia had mere-
ly dreamed about: Setting foot on the
surface of another celestial body.

As the distinguished subcommittee
chairman noted, this is about 30 years
too late. The Congress of the United

States, in 1969, should have taken the
step of awarding these three heroes,
these three explorers, these three great
patriots Congress’ highest award, the
Congressional Gold Medal, and the
time has come to recognize these three
extraordinary individuals, Neil Arm-
strong, Buzz Aldrin, and Michael Col-
lins with this honor. Together, these
three pioneers propelled America ahead
in the space race. They united a coun-
try and a Nation and a world torn in
conflict, and inspired future genera-
tions to continue the pursuit of space
exploration.

Who were these men that did this
monumental feat? Neil Armstrong was
born on August 5, 1930 in Wapakoneta,
Ohio. He received his bachelor’s degree
in aeronautical engineering at Purdue
and a master’s degree at USC.

Neil made seven flights in the X–15
program, reaching an altitude of over
207,500 feet. He was then the backup
command pilot for Gemini 5. He was
the command pilot for Gemini 8. He
was the backup command pilot for
Gemini 11 and the backup commander
for Apollo 8. And, finally, the reason
we are here today, he was the com-
mander of the epic Apollo 11 flight on
that day in July, 1969.

Following the mission, Neil worked
as Deputy Associate Administrator for
Aeronautics at NASA. He then became
professor of aeronautical engineering
at the University of Cincinnati. He
served on the National Commission on
Space from 1985 to 1986, and on the
Presidential Commission on the Space
Shuttle Challenger Accident in 1986.

Buzz Aldrin, the second man to walk
on the moon, was born in 1930 in
Montclair, New Jersey. He received his
bachelor’s degree at the U.S. Military
Academy in 1951 and a Ph.D. in astro-
nautics at MIT in 1963. Buzz’s study of
astronautics contributed to the perfec-
tion of space walking.

His spaceflights included also pilot-
ing a Gemini 12 mission in 1966, and pi-
loting the Apollo 11 lunar module in
1969. Buzz was backup pilot for Gemini
9 and backup command module pilot
for Apollo 8.

He resigned from NASA in 1971 to be-
come Commandant of the Aerospace
Research Pilot’s School at Edwards Air
Force Base.

Buzz retired from the Air Force in
1972 and became a consultant. Cur-
rently he resides in Southern Cali-
fornia and lectures and consults on
space sciences with Starcraft Enter-
prises. He has authored two books, Re-
turn to Earth and Men From Earth.

The third member of that historic
mission, Michael Collins, was born in
1930 in Rome, Italy. He received his
bachelor’s degree at the U.S. Military
Academy in 1952.

He piloted the Gemini 10 space flight
in 1966. He served as a command mod-
ule pilot for Apollo 11 in July 1969.
Mike also served as backup pilot for
Gemini 7 and pilot for Gemini 10. He
had been assigned to Apollo 8 but was
removed to undergo surgery.

He resigned from NASA in 1970 and
was appointed Assistant Secretary of
State for Public Affairs. In 1971, he be-
came Director of the National Air and
Space Museum here in Washington, and
became Under Secretary of the Smith-
sonian in April 1978.

Mike retired from the Air Force with
the rank of Major General. He later be-
came vice president of the Vought Cor-
poration. He currently heads Michael
Collins Associates, a Washington, D.C.
consulting firm.

Mr. Speaker, I never dreamed that 31
years ago, as a young boy watching
that flickering screen at my Great
Aunt Della’s house, that I would have
the incredible privilege of serving as a
Member of this body and sponsoring
legislation for our Nation and our Con-
gress to recognize the contribution of
these three great heroes. They are Co-
lumbus, Galileo, and Lindbergh all
rolled into three, the three pilots of
Apollo 11. They served our country,
they served the cause of peace, and the
spinoffs in technology that emanated
from that massive Apollo program are
being felt every day today in our coun-
try, in biotech, in medicine, in health
care, in computers. The list goes on
and on.

We owe it all to the men and women
who put their time and their efforts
and their belief into our space pro-
gram, and that is symbolized in the
person of the three men who boarded
Apollo 11 on that day, almost 31 years
ago, soared off into space, and did as
Neil Armstrong proudly proclaimed
from the moon, made one small step
for man and one giant leap for man-
kind.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today the House of Rep-
resentatives would honor with a Con-
gressional Gold Medal to three Amer-
ican heroes, Neil Armstrong, Buzz
Aldrin, and Michael Collins, the crew
of Apollo 11. Together, these three as-
tronauts conquered territory that
countless generations of astronomers
and philosophers gazed at from afar but
considered unconquerable; the surface
of Earth’s only satellite, the Moon.

On July 20, 1969, President Kennedy’s
dream of seeing American astronauts
exploring the moon became a reality
when the brave groundbreaking crew of
Apollo 11 landed on the moon’s surface
and proclaimed to a spellbound Amer-
ica, in the words of Neil Armstrong,
‘‘One small step for man, one giant
leap for mankind.’’ By awarding them
with a Congressional Medal, we honor
their bravery and valor and their major
contributions to humankind’s greatest
technological achievement: sending hu-
mans into outer space to set foot on a
celestial body outside Earth.

The Apollo 11 landing ushered in a
new era of space exploration, thereby
contributing to the advancement of
scientific inquiry and the improvement
of the human condition. We owe much
of NASA’s and the United States’ space
program’s current success to the pio-
neering efforts of the Apollo 11 crew.
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Our now routine space shuttle flights
and the scientific experiments in
weightlessness that they have facili-
tated are a direct outgrowth of the
Apollo 11 mission to the Moon.

Many of us recall that July day in
1969, when the Apollo 11 crew mesmer-
ized the Nation and the world as they
took that historic leap for humankind.
As the entire Nation watched their tel-
evision sets in amazement, the Apollo
11 crew undertook their simple mission
of performing a manned lunar landing,
collecting lunar samples, and returning
to Earth with utmost professionalism
and care. It was a greater success than
anyone could have hoped for, not to
mention a major milestone in human
history. And the successful mission
will forever remain etched in our col-
lective conscience as a national symbol
of our unity.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
long overdue honor to the crew of Apol-
lo 11, three great American heroes who
will forever remind us of the greatness
of our country’s pioneering spirit.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. KUYKENDALL), who has in
his district the headquarters of the
U.S. Space and Missile System Com-
mand.

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker, I,
like one of the earlier speakers, can sit
back and remember what I was doing
that night. For me, it was in the
evening, as I recall, and I remember
laying on the floor over at my
girlfriend’s apartment. She and her
mother were sitting there; and we were
watching that on television, watching
these three pioneers, three people that
nobody really knew who they were
other than they were astronauts. But
here we were watching on TV what
they were doing, landing on the moon.
I remember I was almost more as-
tounded at the fact that I could watch
them do it than I was that we techno-
logically had figured out how to send
them there and bring them back in one
piece.

That was during a time of strife in
our Nation. In my case, I was en route
to Vietnam. Yet here was an action
taken by three heroes who stepped up,
and when they made that trip the
whole country could focus on them.
The whole country could. It did not
make any difference whether a person
was for or against that war, or whether
they were involved in college or wheth-
er they were a little kid or an elderly
member of our society, everybody
watched. Everybody did.

We all remember what we were doing
that night, what we were doing when
these three men soared away and they
stepped down off of that module and we
could see the dust kind of kick up from
his steps on the moon. There are foot-
prints up there that will be there for
eternity because of what these three
men did. I think we all will remember
that as probably the most important

thing many of us have ever watched on
TV.

We soared above any strife we had in
our country, and that was the power of
that mission. Not only did we prove
our dominance to the world, as far as
technologically being able to accom-
plish it, but we proved to ourselves as
a Nation that, even in the midst of this
terrible war we were in, we could coa-
lesce behind a cause that would better
this place we live in and expand our ho-
rizons as Americans to look for in the
future.

I am pleased to be here supporting
and recognizing their actions. This is
one of the best things we can do as a
country.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. LAMPSON).

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise today in support of
H.R. 2815, a bill to award the Congres-
sional Gold Medal to Neil Armstrong,
Buzz Aldrin, and Michael Collins, the
crew of Apollo 11.

When a young president named John
Kennedy described his vision in 1961 of
landing a man on the moon, he encoun-
tered many skeptics. Some said it
could not be done; others said it would
cost too much money. But when I
watched Neil Armstrong take his first
step on the moon 8 years later, I knew
that the naysayers were wrong, and so
did my high school students, who
huddled around that television set we
have heard about on that unforgettable
day.
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I saw the gleam in their eyes that in-

spired them to become our future engi-
neers and scientists.

The Apollo 11 lunar landing is one of
the events in American history that
stands out as a moment that connects
every American who was alive in July
of 1969. Six hours after landing on the
surface of the moon on July 20, with
less than 30 seconds of fuel remaining,
Commander Neil Armstrong took the
‘‘one small step for man, one giant leap
for mankind’’ when he stepped off the
lunar module onto the surface of the
Moon.

Minutes later, joined by Buzz Aldrin,
the two astronauts spent a total of 21
hours on the lunar surface. After their
historic walk on the Moon, they suc-
cessfully docked their lunar module
with the command module, piloted by
fellow astronaut Michael Collins, who
made the mission possible by providing
the crucial communications link be-
tween the Moon and the Earth.

Public opinion polls, the universal
tool of politics today, tell us that the
lunar landings are seen by Americans
as one of the greatest achievements
during that century, on the level of
winning World War II. Together, these
men propelled America ahead in the
space race, united a country torn over
the conflict in Vietnam, and inspired
future generations to continue the pur-
suit of space exploration.

The time has come to recognize these
three extraordinary individuals, Neil
Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin, and Michael
Collins, with the Congressional Gold
Medal. And here we are, 31 years after
Apollo 11, nearing the completion of
the construction of the International
Space Station, having seen a remark-
able record of NASA accomplishments,
the first space plane, the space shuttle,
capable of carrying a crew and payload
into space to do research, new wing de-
signs for civilian aircraft, a revolution
in Earth science as we have begun to
recognize the need to understand the
changes occurring in the Earth’s lands
and oceans and atmosphere and new
views of the universe.

Space exploration has evolved over
the past 30 years to more than just ro-
mantic notions of collecting Moon
rocks and taking pictures of other
planets in our solar system, and now is
the time to award a Congressional
Medal to three individuals who contrib-
uted to our Nation’s knowledge of
space.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, on July 20, 1969, after a
4-day trip, the three Apollo astronauts
arrived on the surface of the Moon.
Upon arriving, Armstrong announced
‘‘Houston, Tranquility Base here. The
Eagle has landed.’’

These words ushered in a new era of
human exploration as the first man
flight to the Moon touched down with
less than 40 seconds of fuel remaining
in its tanks. The astronauts had man-
aged to make one last-minute maneu-
ver to avoid landing on a field of boul-
ders and a large crater, demonstrating
the importance of manned space flight,
the human ability to adapt to demand-
ing circumstances.

After hours of exploring and experi-
ments and those famous words ‘‘one
small step for man, one giant leap for
mankind’’ uttered by Neil Armstrong,
the astronauts left a plaque stating:
‘‘Here men from the planet Earth first
set foot upon the Moon July 1969, A.D.
We came in peace for all mankind.’’
The plaque was signed by Armstrong,
Collins, Aldrin, and President Richard
Nixon.

The final phase of President Ken-
nedy’s challenge was realized on July
24, 1969, when these three astronauts
safely returned to Earth, splashing
down aboard the Columbia, 812 nautical
miles southwest of Hawaii. Prior to
splashdown, Buzz Aldrin summarized
their magnificent accomplishments
with these words: ‘‘We feel this stands
as a symbol of the insatiable curiosity
of all mankind to explore the un-
known.’’

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WELDON),
my good friend.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.
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Mr. Speaker, I commend the author

of this piece of legislation, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. ROGAN).

Landing on the Moon has been con-
sidered to be the crowning achievement
of the 20th century. I am proud to say
that, in my congressional district, Ken-
nedy Space Center was the departure
point for this incredible adventure.

On July 20, 1969, the culmination of
man’s dream to go to the Moon was re-
alized. For the first time, people were
taking their first steps on a new world.
America led the way and showed the
world how a republic can harness its
power for scientific and peaceful pur-
poses.

Thirty years ago, American know-
how and technology and its techno-
logical might was demonstrated in a
way that benefited every human on the
planet. Thirty years ago, we aimed
higher than ever and accomplished
that goal.

The names Michael Collins, Buzz
Aldrin, and Neil Armstrong will forever
be etched in the edifice of human his-
tory next to the names of Columbus
and Lindbergh.

We all know by heart the phrases oft
repeated this afternoon, ‘‘The Eagle
has landed’’ and ‘‘That’s one small step
for man, one giant leap for mankind.’’

Every one of us who was of age at the
time can recite to our children and
grandchildren where we were at that
historic moment. The magic of tele-
vision helped take the whole world on
that most fantastic of voyages. We all
thought that by now, in the year 2000,
we would have bases on the Moon and
people on Mars. Sadly, we are not at
that point.

And it is even more sad that today
we will be taking up the funding bill
for NASA, the VA–HUD bill, and there
will again be attempts by some to cut
our investment in the space program,
keeping us further bound here on
Earth.

Our efforts into space have an un-
canny ability to unite all peoples and
excite the imagination like nothing
else, particularly the imagination of
our young people. We should be proud
of our space program and continue to
support it to the fullest extent pos-
sible, supporting this effort to award
these three historic pioneers in this
very, very appropriate way.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN).

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague, the chairman, for yield-
ing me the time. I want to also con-
gratulate the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. ROGAN), my friend, for mov-
ing forward with this important legis-
lation to finally present our Apollo 11
astronauts Neil Armstrong, Buzz
Aldrin, and Michael Collins with a
much deserved Congressional Gold
Medal.

I am particularly interested in this
legislation because it involves a con-
stituent of mine, a friend of mine and
a neighbor of mine, Neil Armstrong,

who inspired all of us by becoming the
first person to set foot on the Moon.

Facing tremendous personal risks
and very difficult technological chal-
lenges, Neil Armstrong and his fellow
astronauts left an indelible impression
on those of us on Earth. And the Apollo
mission will certainly go down as one
of the most memorable achievements
of the 20th century.

I certainly remember it. I was a 13-
year-old exchange student living with a
family outside of Malmo, Sweden. We
all crowded around a TV set in an
apartment complex outside of Malmo
that night. I was the only American in
the apartment complex. But we all
watched it, as citizens of the world, to
watch that memorable mission. And
the success of it when we heard ‘‘the
Eagle has landed’’ was the cause for
celebration and applause. I remember
it well.

Neil Armstrong has certainly com-
piled a remarkable record of legacy of
service to our Nation as a fighter pilot,
as an astronaut, a test pilot, a NASA
official, a scientist, a teacher, and now
a successful businessman. And al-
though his name has been forever
linked with that historic Apollo 11 mis-
sion and his famous words announcing
‘‘a giant leap for mankind,’’ Neil Arm-
strong has never sought the limelight
and he has never exploited his fame for
personal gain.

Instead, he has quietly and effec-
tively found ways to give back to oth-
ers. He has helped NASA in their space
program. He has worked with another
famous Cincinnatian, Dr. Henry
Heimlich, to develop a miniature
heart-lung machine, the forerunner of
the modern Micro Trach machine that
is used to deliver oxygen to patients.

He has become a civic leader in
greater Cincinnati, including enriching
our community as chairman of the
board of the Cincinnati Museum of
Natural History, where he led the suc-
cessful effort to give the museum a re-
birth in its new home at our Union
Terminal.

Neil also owns a small farm in War-
ren County, Ohio, outside of Cin-
cinnati; and there he has been an ac-
tive participant in civic activities. He
has assisted with the annual Warren
County Fair livestock auctions to sup-
port local 4–H programs. He has par-
ticipated in local Boy Scouts troops.
He has worked with other community
leaders to establish an impressive
YMCA, called the Countryside YMCA,
outside of Lebanon, Ohio. And, yes, he
has even helped coach the high school
football team. This is the Neil Arm-
strong I know.

Neil Armstrong and the brave men of
Apollo 11 deserve this special congres-
sional recognition for the remarkable
accomplishments over 30 years ago and
their amazing legacy that inspires fu-
ture generations.

My constituent, Neil Armstrong, also
deserves recognition for his continued
efforts to make our world a better
place.

I urge my colleagues to support the
legislation.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the distinguished gentle-
woman from Maryland (Mrs. MORELLA).

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Alabama
(Mr. BACHUS) for yielding the time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, this is an excellent ex-
ample of bipartisan cooperation. I want
to congratulate the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROGAN) for introducing
this resolution.

I rise today in support of the resolu-
tion to honor three American heroes
with the Congressional Gold Medal:
Neil Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin, and Mi-
chael Collins. They inspired a genera-
tion of Americans, and their accom-
plishment continues to stand as a tes-
tament to bravery and determination.

‘‘Houston, Tranquility Base here.
The Eagle has landed.’’ Almost 31 years
ago, these words were uttered and the
world was forever changed. Just a few
minutes later, Neil Armstrong, com-
mander of the Apollo 11 mission, de-
scended down the ladder of the lunar
module and took the first step in the
powdery surface of the Moon, the first
person to walk on another world.
Shortly after, he was joined on the
dusty landscape by the mission’s lunar
module pilot, Edwin Buzz Aldrin.

The journey began 8 years earlier
when President Kennedy issued the de-
cree before Congress: ‘‘I believe this
Nation should commit itself to achiev-
ing the goal, before this decade is out,
of landing a man on the Moon and re-
turning him safely to Earth.’’

America answered the call.
Among the thousands of dreamers

who applied for the handful of positions
in the newly created astronaut corps
were Neil Armstrong, Michael Collins,
and Buzz Aldrin. Already brilliant pi-
lots and engineers, these men came to
NASA to do a job as best they could.

Neil Armstrong served in 78 combat
missions in Korea for the Navy before
joining NASA in 1955 in the high-speed
flight research program. He partici-
pated in cutting-edge flight tests, push-
ing the envelope to go faster and high-
er. He was selected in the second group
of astronauts and commanded the
Gemini 8 mission, which first accom-
plished the task of docking with an-
other spacecraft in orbit. The lunar
missions would have been impossible
without the ability to perform this
task.
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Buzz Aldrin was also a combat pilot

in Korea. He graduated from West
Point third in his class before receiving
his commission in the Air Force. He at-
tended MIT, receiving a doctorate after
completing his thesis concerning guid-
ance for manned orbital rendezvous. He
flew as the pilot of the Gemini 12 mis-
sion, setting the record at the time for
the longest space walk, testing impor-
tant mobility characteristics of his
space suit, essential for future astro-
nauts to walk on the Moon.
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Michael Collins also graduated from

West Point before receiving his com-
mission in the Air Force. He was a test
pilot at Edwards Air Force Base, like
Neil Armstrong. He stayed at Edwards
as a flight test officer until he was se-
lected as an astronaut. He flew on
Gemini 10 which docked with an Agena
spacecraft and he successfully used
that spacecraft’s power to maneuver
into a higher orbit and rendezvous with
another Agena target space craft. He
also conducted two space walks.

These three men were already heroes
when they were selected to be astro-
nauts for the Apollo 11 mission. The
dazzling success of Apollo 8’s 10 orbits
around the Moon on Christmas the pre-
vious year and the successful tests of
the lunar module in Earth’s orbit on
Apollo 9 and in lunar orbit on Apollo 10
set the stage for the first mission to
land on the Moon.

On July 16, 1969, these brave astro-
nauts lifted off the launch pad in Flor-
ida aboard a Saturn 5 rocket and began
the 4-day journey to the Moon. On July
20, the lunar module Eagle left Michael
Collins behind in the command module
Columbia and began its descent to the
lunar surface. Missing the landing site,
it took all the courage, determination
and skill of the astronauts to set the
Eagle safely in the ground in the Sea of
Tranquility with only a few seconds of
fuel left.

It was their ability and their bravery
that saw America accomplish its
dream. The work of thousands of peo-
ple culminated in those few moments
of suspense just before the Eagle
touched down. Many words can be said
to express the grandeur of the moment
but just a few hours later, Neil Arm-
strong said it best: ‘‘That’s one small
step for man, one giant leap for man-
kind.’’ One small step for men and
women, one giant leap for people.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, this past
Sunday was Father’s Day. Yesterday
we passed a resolution honoring father-
hood.

It is my pleasure to yield 3 minutes
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) the father of young Meredith
Bentsen who is present today.

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of this bill. I can re-
member 31 years ago at the time that
this event occurred, it was a typical
steamy Saturday afternoon in the sum-
mer in Houston. As a young boy as we
often did on Saturday afternoons, we
were at a movie. I do not remember the
title of the movie. As I recall I think it
was about a tidal wave hitting an is-
land. Anyway, it was a great action
film that young boys and girls would
like at the time. I can remember they
stopped the film and they said, ‘‘Apollo
11 has landed on the Moon.’’ It was the
most amazing event for a young boy
and my friends and I sitting there to
see that this had happened. This was
the crowning event of our childhood, to

grow up in Houston with the Johnson
Space Center right there, and we had
all visited it as children in school, that
this really showed that America could
do something if America wanted to do
something. It was under the guise of
NASA but also these three astronauts,
Neil Armstrong, Buzz Aldrin, and Mi-
chael Collins, who instantly became
American heroes, particularly to this
young Houston boy at that time.

I want to commend my colleague
from California for having the fore-
sight to introduce this bill. I am not
going to add to what has already been
said. But as a native Houstonian, I am
particularly proud to have had the op-
portunity and now as a Representative
for part of Houston to be able to speak
in favor of this bill and vote in favor of
it.

Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama (Mr. BACHUS).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Without objection, the gen-
tleman from Alabama will control 5 ad-
ditional minutes.

There was no objection.
Mr. LAFALCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield

back the balance of my time.
Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentleman from New York (Mr. LA-
FALCE) for yielding me the time. Let
me say before I yield that time to an-
other speaker that I am wearing a Fa-
ther’s Day gift from my oldest son. I
am sure my colleagues have been ad-
miring it and his good taste.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to my
good friend, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX) who has in his district
Buzz Aldrin as a constituent.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I too am
pleased to rise in strong support of this
resolution which will present the Con-
gressional Gold Medal to the three as-
tronauts who flew in the historic 1969
Apollo 11 mission. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROGAN) for bringing this to the
floor and to the attention of the Na-
tion. Those three men who first set
foot on the Moon’s surface and flew to
the Moon, Neil Armstrong, Buzz
Aldrin, and Michael Collins, stand out
as heroes to us now and in even greater
relief after the passage of so many dec-
ades.

We are now in a new century. We can
look back to the events of the mid-20th
century and see what were the great
events and what were the minor ones.
This is truly an outstanding achieve-
ment not only of the 20th century but
of all time. So it is appropriate that we
are here today to recognize and honor
these three American heroes.

These men were tasked with a mis-
sion that was never before attempted
by men or women. They participated in
a space program that was then and is
now still fraught with danger. My
brother-in-law, Mike Gernhardt, is an
astronaut. I have had the opportunity
to watch him go up on the space shut-
tle more than once, and even today
that is an extraordinarily risky ven-

ture. But think what it was like for
those first astronauts, think what it
was like for the Apollo astronauts and
those on the Apollo 11 mission who
were supposed to carry out all that had
been tested before them.

They proved to the world that we
were still a Nation that when it sets its
mind to something can do almost any-
thing. With those few minutes of video-
tape, of Neil Armstrong and Buzz
Aldrin skipping across the surface of
the Moon and planting the American
flag, confidence in American ingenuity
was reborn. Landing on the Moon may
have been an American feat, but more
than that it was a pioneering event for
the entire world, an achievement of hu-
manity, and it opened to the entire
world a whole new realm of possibili-
ties.

As was mentioned, I have had the
privilege of representing Buzz Aldrin as
a constituent. I would like to say a few
words in particular about him. Buzz’s
own life can be best illustrated by his
impressive resume and his dedication
to government service. He was a grad-
uate of West Point. He distinguished
himself flying combat missions in the
Korean War. After his military service,
he earned an advanced degree from the
prestigious Massachusetts Institute of
Technology. He then returned to serv-
ing his country when he piloted one of
the first manned rockets into space be-
fore joining NASA and the Apollo pro-
gram.

Although it is hard to eclipse being
one of the first men to set foot on the
Moon, Buzz has continued to con-
tribute to the advancement of space ex-
ploration and become a nationally rec-
ognized advocate for the space pro-
gram. Even today, he earns national
attention for his humanitarian efforts
and his efforts with Sharespace, an or-
ganization which advocates human
space travel. It is Buzz’s notion that we
can raise money for the space program
by letting Americans participate in the
opportunity to be in space. He is con-
vinced that someday soon, sooner than
later, that will be a real opportunity
for ordinary Americans. But it is not
just Buzz Aldrin, it is each of these
three men, Neil Armstrong, Buzz
Aldrin, and Michael Collins that de-
serves the recognition that Congress is
seeking to bestow upon them today.

I urge my colleagues to support this
important legislation to present the
Congressional Gold Medal to the three
astronauts who flew in the historic 1969
Apollo 11 mission.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Today we not only honor the three
astronauts, we also honor those other
heroes at NASA, for their achievement
is a tribute to the thousands of engi-
neers, scientists and others at NASA
whose extraordinary efforts made the
journey possible. It is fitting that we
do so this year as we begin both a new
century and a new millennium. Amer-
ica again faces new and bold challenges
both in space and here on Earth. As we
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do so, the ingenuity, courage and de-
termination shown by the astronauts
can be our guide. Their love of freedom
and pursuit of knowledge for the bet-
terment of all mankind symbolizes the
greatness of America.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
ROGAN), the sponsor of the bill.

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend and colleague for yielding
me this time. I also want to thank the
distinguished ranking member and all
of my colleagues for their support in
this most worthy legislation and for
their comments today.

We have spent the last few minutes
reflecting upon the feat of the Apollo
11 astronauts that occurred 31 summers
ago. Yet their greatest gift to mankind
was not the footprints they left behind
on the Moon. Their greatest gift was
what they brought home. They brought
home a limitless concept of what
Americans are capable of doing and a
limitless potential of what sheer
imagination can bring. Their bravery,
their humility, and their contribution
to man has brought unending honor to
our people and to our Nation. And now
it is the day and the time for the Con-
gress on behalf of the American people
to honor them in this most appropriate
manner.

I urge adoption of this resolution. I
once again thank both the chairman
and the ranking member for their gra-
ciousness in supporting this.

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHNSON).

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, Buzz Aldrin and I went
through flying school together. I just
want to make that comment. He is a
true American hero. Probably a little
known fact about him is his mother’s
name was Moon. Quite a coincidence.
He graduated from West Point with
honors, third in his class, but just to
show how really smart he is, he ended
up in the Air Force. I could not resist
that.

He is working on a spacecraft system
now that would make perpetual orbits
between Earth and Mars. I hope Mem-
bers will join me in honoring these
three American heroes.

Buzz Aldrin is a true American hero. A per-
haps little-known fact about Buzz is that his
mother’s maiden name was Moon. Quite a co-
incidence. But Buzz Aldrin was a great patriot
long before he ever set foot on the moon!

He graduated from West Point with honors
in 1951, third in his class. And to show you
just how smart he really is, he ended up in the
Air Force after West Point.

I first met Buzz Aldrin when we were in fly-
ing school together in 1951 in Bartow, Florida.
And we were sent off to fight in Korea to-
gether. Buzz flew 66 combat missions in
Korea as part of the 51st fighter interceptor
wing, where he shot down 2 MiG–15s.

Buzz earned his doctorate in astronautics
from the Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology and the manned space rendezvous
techniques he devised were used on all NASA
missions, including the first space docking with
Russian cosmonauts.

Buzz was selected as one of NASA’s origi-
nal astronauts in October of 1963. And on July
20, 1969, the world watched in amazement as
Apollo 11 touched down on the moon and
Buzz Aldrin became the 2nd man to set foot
on another world.

I was in solitary confinement in a Vietnam
prison with no news from the outside world.
But, Buzz Aldrin, paused to remember me that
day. He took a POW bracelet with my name
on it and an American flag to the moon to re-
member all the prisoners of war in Vietnam.
And we will never forget that, Buzz.

You would think that after a man walks on
the moon, he could sit down and rest for
awhile.

But not Buzz Aldrin. Today, having retired
from NASA, from the Air Force as a colonel,
and from his position as commander of the
test pilot school at Edwards Air Force Base,
he is still working tirelessly to ensure a leading
role for America in manned space exploration.

He is working on a spacecraft system that
would make perpetual orbits between Earth
and Mars.

Buzz has received numerous awards and
medals, including the Presidential Medal of
Freedom, the highest honor our country
bestows.

So, I believe this Congressional Medal of
Honor is long overdue for my friend Buzz
Aldrin and other Apollo 11 astronauts—Neil
Armstrong and Michael Collins.

I hope you will join me in honoring these
three American heroes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, I’m
honored and excited to join Congressman JIM
ROGAN and my colleagues today in authorizing
the President to present astronauts Neil Arm-
strong, Buzz Aldrin, and Michael Collins—the
crew of the historic Apollo 11 mission—with a
congressional gold medal. As a cosponsor of
this legislation and as Chairman of the House
Science Committee, I have observed how
these three leaders of America’s space pro-
gram continue to inspire generations of Ameri-
cans to dream beyond Earth and entertain the
infinite possibilities of space exploration.

I doubt any American alive on that memo-
rable day in late July of 1969—the 20th to be
exact—will ever forget the image of Neil Arm-
strong first stepping foot onto the Lunar sur-
face. Commander Armstrong presciently de-
clared, ‘‘That’s one small step for man; one
giant leap for mankind,’’ and America and the
rest of the world watched in awe of the great-
est feat in space history.

These men provided courage and service to
the U.S. beyond this memorable and daring
mission. Mr. Collins co-piloted the Gemini 10
mission and later served as assistant sec-
retary of state for public affairs. Mr. Aldrin flew
over 60 combat missions in Korea and sur-
vived a 51⁄2 hour space walk on the Gemini 12
mission. Mr. Armstrong left NASA in 1971 but
continued his service through the National
Commission on Space and helping lead the
presidential commission investigating the
Challenger explosion.

Mr. Speaker, these outstanding leaders em-
body the values, principles, and dedication
that make our country the greatest in the
world. I’m proud to join my colleagues in work-
ing to recognize Buzz Aldrin, Neil Armstrong,
and Michael Collins with a congressional gold
medal on behalf of the Congress and the peo-
ple of the United States.

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, I am honored
today to speak in tribute of three of our coun-

try’s bravest—pioneers who united this nation
through their heroic feat: the astronauts of the
Apollo 11 mission.

Thirty-one years ago next month, Com-
mander Neil A. Armstrong, Lunar Module Pilot
Edwin E. ‘‘Buzz’’ Aldrin, Jr., and Command
Module Pilot Michael Collins completed what
was an almost unthinkable task: a successful
manned moon landing. It is often noted that
each one of us remembers where we were
when Neil Armstrong spoke the words, ‘‘The
Eagle has landed.’’ Indeed, a part of each of
us traveled with these adventurers into space
on their record-breaking mission.

I am especially honored to salute the vision-
ary Neil Armstrong, born in Wapakoneta,
Ohio, which I am privileged to represent.
Wapakoneta boasts the recently renovated
Neil Armstrong Air and Space Museum, which
has on display various Apollo 11 artifacts, a
moon rock, and the Gemini 8 spacecraft Arm-
strong commanded in 1966.

Mr. Speaker, the accomplishments of these
three heroes are too numerous to compile. All
three had distinguished military flying careers
prior to their NASA days. All three were part
of the monumental Gemini program, which
saw the first spacewalk by an American and
the first docking with another space vehicle. In
the heart of the space race, these pioneers
set the stage for today’s continuing exploration
of the new frontier. They conquered the moon
despite the many unknown dangers of doing
so, and thereby paved the way for NASA’s
space shuttle program and the International
Space Station. Their bravery has inspired
thousands of young people around the nation
to pursue their hopes and dreams.

Indeed, their bravery cannot be heralded
enough. Before the mission, Michael Collins
commented: ‘‘I think we will escape with our
skins . . . but I wouldn’t give better than even
odds on a successful landing and return.
There are just too many things that can go
wrong.’’ Despite the obstacles and potentially
fatal problems, the Apollo 11 astronauts did
achieve a successful landing and return, bol-
stering the adventurous spirit of all Americans.

Neil Armstrong once noted, ‘‘We were three
individuals who had drawn, in a kind of lottery,
a momentous opportunity and a momentous
responsibility.’’ Armstrong, Aldrin, and Collins
fulfilled this opportunity with dignity, courage,
and honor. It is right that we recognize their
supreme accomplishment today by presenting
them with a congressional gold medal in com-
memoration of their sacrifice. They ‘‘came in
peace for all mankind,’’ as reads the plaque
they left on the moon. Their achievements in
the advancement of space exploration have
revolutionized America, and renewed our
sense of unity, pride, and hope for the future.

b 1545

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Alabama (Mr. BACHUS) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 2815.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BACHUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2815.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Alabama?

There was no objection.
f

JOHN BRADEMAS POST OFFICE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2938) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 424 South Michigan Street in
South Bend, Indiana, as the ‘‘John
Brademas Post Office’’.

The Clerk read as follows:
H.R. 2938

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. DESIGNATION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The facility of the United
States Postal Service located at 424 South
Michigan Street in South Bend, Indiana,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘John
Brademas Post Office’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘John Brademas Post
Office’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) and the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCHUGH).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on H.R. 2938.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, we have before us

today, as the Clerk just designated, a
bill that will name the facility of the
United States Post Office located at 424
South Michigan Street in South Bend,
Indiana, as the John Brademas Post Of-
fice.

As is the practice under the govern-
ment reform procedures of this bill, I
am proud to state it does carry the co-
sponsorship of the entire Indiana dele-
gation. Mr. Speaker, as I do on all of
these bills, I have had the opportunity
to read the real life story of Mr.
Brademas, and it is a remarkable one.

I am very proud of the record that
the House Subcommittee on the Postal
Service has accrued and are working in
partnership together. I want to thank
certainly the ranking member, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FATTAH), the gentleman from Illinois

(Mr. DAVIS), a very distinguished Mem-
ber of that subcommittee, thank the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) for
his efforts, not just on this bill, but in
all of our work and, of course, for his
managing the minority side of the dis-
cussion here this afternoon. The rank-
ing member of the full committee, the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN), and, of course, the full com-
mittee chairman, the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. BURTON), for what is yet
another demonstration of bipartisan-
ship in advancing this bill.

I particularly want to pay tribute to
the main sponsor of the bill, the gen-
tleman from Indiana, (Mr. ROEMER) for
really his tireless efforts in ensuring
that we have this moment today.

As I mentioned, Mr. Brademas has
just a remarkable career that expands
over so many years, and I do not want
to take away from what I expect will
be rather thorough comments by the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER)
to whom I will yield to his side in just
a moment. So I will not recount all of
the many, many achievements of this
distinguished gentleman, but let me
say in relationship to the others who
have received similar tributes on this
House floor, that even by those very,
very high standards, Mr. Brademas
really excels.

Mr. Speaker, of course he was a col-
league and Member of this great body
from 1959 to 1981, more than 2 decades,
22 years, in fact, of distinguished serv-
ice to the people of his district in Indi-
ana and, of course, to the people of this
country; and he achieved so much that
it is hard to define them all.

Certainly, I think as we take an over-
view, his efforts on behalf of education
particularly stand out. It is a dedica-
tion that he brought virtually to every
effort that he made, and it is a dedica-
tion that predated his time here in
Washington and certainly continues
even past that to this moment.

I want to say as someone who has the
honor of representing one of the dis-
tricts of New York, we are particularly
pleased that we can claim a bit of a
piece of Mr. Brademas. Certainly, that
becomes possible through his exem-
plary service as the president of New
York University, the largest private
university in the United States, where
he led that great institution for some
11 years, transforming it from what
was then really a regional commuter
school into a national and inter-
national residential research univer-
sity.

Even today, he continues to serve as
the president emeritus of that great fa-
cility and a trustee of the university.
As I mentioned, we have before us
today a distinguished gentleman, one
for whom I think we can all direct a
great deal of admiration and from
whom we can draw a great deal of in-
spiration.

Again, to the gentleman from Indi-
ana (Mr. ROEMER), a great deal of
thanks for bringing this very, very fine
nominee to our attention; and I would

certainly encourage all of our col-
leagues here to support this very, very
fine bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the Sub-
committee on the Postal Service, I am
pleased to join my colleague in the
consideration of H.R. 2938, legislation
designating the United States Postal
Service facility located at 424 South
Michigan Street in South Bend, Indi-
ana, after the Honorable John
Brademas, a former Member of Con-
gress.

H.R. 2938 was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER) on
September the 3, 1999, and reported
unanimously from the Committee on
Government Reform on September 30,
1999.

This measure is supported and co-
sponsored by the entire Indiana con-
gressional delegation. Mr. John
Brademas was born in Mishawaka, In-
diana, in 1927 and graduated from
South Bend Central High School in
1945. He joined the Navy and was a Vet-
erans National Scholar at Harvard Uni-
versity from which he graduated in 1949
with a BA magna cum laude and was
elected to Phi Beta Kappa.

He was a Rhodes Scholar at Oxford
University and received the doctor of
philosophy in social studies degree in
1954. Dr. Brademas, the first native
born American of Greek origin to be
elected to Congress, represented with
honor and distinction the 3rd Congres-
sional District of Indiana for 22 years,
from 1959 to 1981.

He served on the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor and was House major-
ity whip for his last 4 years in Con-
gress. As a Member of the Committee
on Education and Labor, Congressman
Brademas played a key role in author-
izing legislation concerning student fi-
nancial aid, elementary and secondary
education, vocational education and
support for libraries, museums and the
arts and humanities.

After serving in Congress, Dr.
Brademas became president of New
York University, the largest private
university in the United States, for 11
years, transforming NYU from a re-
gional commuter school into a national
and international residential research
university. He is currently serving as
president emeritus of this university.

Dr. Brademas has been awarded hon-
orary degrees by 50 colleges and univer-
sities and serves on numerous boards of
nonprofit and for-profit organizations.
The gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER) is to be commended for seeking to
honor the caliber of a man such as
former Congressman John Brademas.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
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the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. ROE-
MER).

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend from Illinois (Mr.
DAVIS) for yielding me the time and for
his kind comments about our col-
league, Mr. Brademas. I want to thank
also the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MCHUGH), from the great State of
New York, for his help in putting up
with my tireless efforts and helping us
pass this legislation here today.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. FATTAH), the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), the
gentleman from California (Mr. WAX-
MAN), and special gratitude goes to the
entire Indiana delegation, who not only
agreed to cosponsor this legislation,
but also to help push this legislation
and see the success that we have today.
I also want to thank all nine of the
other members of the Indiana delega-
tion for their help.

I am joined today by a distinguished
Member, the gentlewoman from Indi-
anapolis, Indiana (Ms. CARSON), who
also will say some words about John
Brademas.

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, I am hon-
ored to rise in support of H.R. 2938, a
bill I introduced several months ago to
designate the United States Post Office
located at 424 South Michigan Street in
my hometown of South Bend as the
John Brademas Post Office.

John Brademas is one of the most
distinguished people to serve in Con-
gress from the 3rd Congressional Dis-
trict of Indiana, as a matter of fact,
from the State of Indiana and probably
in the country. While John Brademas
was serving in the House, I briefly
worked as a staff assistant in his con-
gressional office. His guidance has been
a constant source of inspiration to me,
and I have always tried to serve in Con-
gress with the same degree of honor
and integrity and respect for the insti-
tution and the office to which I have
now served and which John Brademas
served for 22 years.

John Brademas helped teach me the
importance of family and community
and the value of public service. John
Brademas graduated from South Bend
Central High School in 1945. After serv-
ice in the U.S. Navy, he was a Veterans
National Scholar at Harvard Univer-
sity from which he graduated in 1949
with a Bachelor of Arts. He also served
as executive assistant to the late Adlai
Stevenson in 1955 and in 1956.

Dr. Brademas was in charge of the re-
search on issues during that 1956 presi-
dential campaign. Three years later, he
was elected to the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives for the 3rd district of Indi-
ana.

Over the years, John Brademas has
made numerous enduring contributions
for the great State of Indiana and for
our Nation. His accomplishments and
contributions are as impressive as they
are numerous. As those of us who
served with John know, he was for 22
years a particularly active member of
the Committee on Education and the

Workforce, where he earned a highly
distinguished reputation for his leader-
ship in promoting education.

He also worked tirelessly in support
of landmark legislation, such as the
Higher Education Acts of 1972 and 1976,
which cleared the way for more Ameri-
cans to gain access to financial aid. Dr.
Brademas was also the primary sponsor
of legislation improving elementary
and secondary education, vocational
education, as well as services for the
elderly and the handicapped.

Following his retirement from Con-
gress, Dr. Brademas served by appoint-
ment of the House Speaker Tip O’Neill
on the National Commission on Stu-
dent Financial Assistance and chaired
its Subcommittee on Graduate Edu-
cation. Upon leaving Congress, John
Brademas became president of NYU,
New York University, our Nation’s
largest private university, a position in
which he served for 11 years.

In 1984, he initiated fund-raising cam-
paigns that produced a total of $1 bil-
lion over 10 years. The New York
Times headline from that time read,
‘‘A decade and a billion dollars put New
York University in first rank.’’

Now, president emeritus, Dr.
Brademas is also chairman, by appoint-
ment of President Clinton, of the Presi-
dent’s Committee on the Arts and Hu-
manities. In 1997, this committee re-
leased Creative America, a report to
the President recommending new and
innovative ways to strengthen support
and improve on private and public edu-
cation for these two fields.

In addition to his responsibilities at
NYU, Dr. Brademas is currently the
chairman of the board of the National
Endowment for Democracy and serves
on the Consultants’ Panel to the Comp-
troller General of the United States.

b 1600
I am proud to sponsor this bipartisan

legislation, and am pleased that all 10
members of the Indiana delegation of
the House of Representatives are origi-
nal cosponsors.

This measure is a fitting tribute to
one of the great leaders and educators
to have served in Congress, and I
strongly encourage my colleagues to
support H.R. 2938.

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I am honored
to rise in support of H.R. 2938, a bill I intro-
duced with the entire Hoosier delegation to
designate the United States Post Office lo-
cated at 424 South Michigan Street in my
hometown of South Bend, Indiana, as the
‘‘John Brademas Post Office.’’

John Brademas is one of the most distin-
guished predecessors as the U.S. Represent-
ative in Congress of the Third Congressional
District of Indiana. While John Brademas was
serving in the House, I worked as a staff as-
sistant in his congressional office. In that time,
I learned a great deal from him about the im-
portance of family and community and the
value of public service. His guidance has been
a constant source of inspiration to me, and I
have always tried to serve in Congress with
the same degree of honor and respect for the
institution and the office to which I was elect-
ed.

John Brademas graduated from South Bend
Central High School in 1945. After service in
the U.S. Navy, he was a Veterans National
Scholar at Harvard University from which he
graduated in 1949 with a Bachelor of Arts,
magna cum laude and was elected to Phi
Beta Kappa. He wrote his doctoral dissertation
at Oxford University, where he was a Rhodes
Scholar. As Executive Assistant to the late
Adlai Stevenson in 1955–56, Dr. Brademas
was in charge of research on issues during
the 1956 presidential campaign. Three years
later, he was elected to the U.S. House of
Representatives to represent Indiana’s Third
Congressional District.

Over the years, John Brademas has made
numerous enduring contributions for the great
state of Indiana and our Nation. His accom-
plishments and contributions are as impres-
sive as they are numerous. As those of you
who served with John Brademas know, he
was for 22 years (1959–1981), a particularly
active member of the Committee on Education
and Labor, where he earned a highly distin-
guished reputation for his leadership in pro-
motion education. He also worked tirelessly in
support of landmark legislation such as the
Higher Education Acts of 1972 and 1976,
which cleared the way for more Americans to
gain access to student financial aid. Dr.
Brademas was also the primary sponsor of
legislation improving elementary and sec-
ondary education, vocational education, as
well as services for the elderly and handi-
capped. I am very proud to follow John
Brademas’ as a member of the same com-
mittee, now known as the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce. He served his last
four years in the House as the Chief Majority
Whip.

Following his retirement from Congress, Dr.
Brademas served, by appointment of House
Speaker Thomas P. ‘‘Tip’’ O’Neill, Jr., on the
National Commission on Student Financial As-
sistance and chaired its Subcommittee on
Graduate Education. In 1983, the Commission
approved the Subcommittee’s study, Signs of
Trouble and Erosion: A Report of Graduate
Education in America. Upon leaving Congress,
John Brademas became president of New
York University, our nation’s largest private
university, a position in which he served for 11
years (1981–1992). During that time, Dr.
Brademas led the transition of NYU from a
mostly regional school to a national and inter-
national residential research university.

In 1984, he initiated a fundraising campaign
that produced a total of $1 billion over ten
years. The New York Times headline from that
time read, ‘‘ A Decade and Billion Dollars Put
New York University in [the] First Rank.’’ Now
president-emeritus, Dr. Brademas is also
chairman, by appointment of President Clin-
ton, of the President’s Committee on the Arts
and the Humanities. In 1997, this committee
released Creative America, a report to the
President recommending new and innovative
ways to strengthen support, private and public,
for these two fields.

In addition his responsibilities at NYU, Dr.
Brademas is currently the chairman of the
board of the National Endowment for Democ-
racy and serves on the Consultants’ Panel to
the Comptroller General of the United States.
He is co-chairman of the Center on Science,
Technology and Congress at the American
Association for the Advancement of Science.
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He earlier served on the Carnegie Commis-
sion on Science, Technology and Government
and chaired its Committee on Congress.

I am proud to sponsor this bipartisan legisla-
tion and am pleased that all ten members of
the Indiana delegation in the House of Rep-
resentations are original cosponsors of the bill.
This measure is a fitting tribute to one of the
greatest leaders and educators to have ever
served in Congress. I strongly encourage my
colleagues to support H.R. 2938.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
Indiana (Ms. CARSON).

Ms. CARSON. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly thank the distinguished gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS), as
well as the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MCHUGH).

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to reiterate
my support for the designation of the
South Bend Post Office in honor of a
former colleague, Mr. John Brademas.

Throughout the 22 years Mr.
Brademas’ devoted to representing In-
diana’s Third District in the United
States Congress, his demonstrated
commitment to improving our coun-
try’s education system was extremely
significant. As former House Majority
Whip and a former member of the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, Mr.
Brademas led the efforts to enact much
of the legislation regarding education
produced during his tenure in Congress.
The State of Indiana is quite proud to
have been represented by a man of such
distinction and intellect.

After his Congressional service, Mr.
Brademas led New York University as
its president from 1981 to 1992 and was
appointed by President Clinton to
chair the President’s Committee on the
Arts and Humanities in 1994.

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support this
measure that will honor a very accom-
plished former Member and will make
tangible our appreciation for his tire-
less commitment to serving the public.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that we
have had this matter before us today
for consideration. Certainly again I
commend the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER) for giving us the oppor-
tunity to pay tribute to such an out-
standing American.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, briefly
and in closing, let me add my words to
that of the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS) and thanks to the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. ROEMER),
and, as the gentleman so graciously
noted too, his colleagues within the In-
diana delegation, for providing us with
this opportunity.

As we have certainly heard here
today, this nominee, I think, dem-
onstrates the kind of achievement, the
kind of devotion and dedication that
should make all of us very proud for
this moment and this opportunity to
extend to him a very deserving recogni-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud as well of
the initiative and the efforts of all of
the Members of this body to take our-
selves into sometimes unchartered
water. However, I would note on occa-
sion it is worthy and I think com-
forting to note that we follow others.

I think it is significant as sort of a
capstone to the very gracious things
rightfully said about Mr. Brademas,
that over the course of his very distin-
guished career and lifetime he has been
awarded 50 honorary degrees by distin-
guished colleges and universities such
as the University of Athens; Brandeis;
the City College of New York; my fa-
ther’s alma mater, Colgate; the Univer-
sity of Cyprus; Fordham University;
the University of Southern California;
Indiana University; Notre Dame; and
just on and on and on. So we follow
perhaps rather well-trod, but I think
very, very fine ground here today. I
would urge all of our colleagues to sup-
port this legislation.

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
express my strong support for H.R. 2938,
which will designate a post office in South
Bend, Indiana, as the John Brademas Post
Office.

I had the honor of serving with John
Brademas from 1965 through 1976. We
served together on the Education and Labor
Committee, and I remember well his leader-
ship in developing legislation to improve edu-
cation, to provide services for the elderly and
handicapped, to support libraries, museums,
the arts, and humanities, and to help develop
early childhood education.

Dr. Brademas was a major sponsor of the
Higher Education Acts of 1972 and 1976,
which greatly expanded college opportunities
by strengthening student financial aid. He was
the chief House sponsor of the Education for
All Handicapped Children Act, the Humanities
and Cultural Affairs Act, the Arts and Artifacts
Indemnity Act; the Older Americans Com-
prehensive Services Act; and the Museum
Services Act, which created the Institute of
Museum Services. The impact of his vision
and leadership in education, culture and the
arts, and seniors issues is evidenced by the
centrality of these programs in the work of the
Education Committee a quarter century after
he left the Congress.

John Brademas served as chair of the Edu-
cation Subcommittee which heard countless
witnesses on the subject of comprehensive
early childhood education. This was an area of
my greatest personal interest and priority. In
fact, Congress passed such a bill in 1972,
which was vetoed by President Nixon. Since
that time, Congress has failed to legislate in
this critical area.

I also remember John as a valued mentor
and friend. His integrity, his dedication to pro-
viding America’s children and young people
with the best possible educational opportuni-
ties, and his concern for the most vulnerable
members of our society—children, the dis-
abled, the elderly—were deeply inspiring to
me.

After leaving Congress, Dr. John Brademas
further distinguished himself as president of
New York University from 1981 to 1992.
Under his leadership, New York University
went from being a regional commuter school
to a national and international residential re-

search university. Dr. Brademas is currently
president emeritus of NYU, chair of the Presi-
dent’s Committee on the Arts and Humanities,
co-chair of the Center on Science, Technology
and Congress, and board member of Ameri-
cans for the Arts, Kos Pharmaceuticals, Loews
Corporation, Oxford University Press-USA,
and Scholastic, Inc. He is also chair of the
Board of the National Endowment for Democ-
racy and serves on the Consultants’ Panel to
the Comptroller General of the United States.

The people of the Third District of Indiana
can be justly proud of this great man whose
legacy deserves to be memorialized in the
designation of The John Brademas Post Of-
fice.

Mr. MCHUGH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. MCHUGH) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 2938.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Debate
has concluded on all motions to sus-
pend the rules. Pursuant to clause 8,
rule XX, the Chair will now put the
question on each motion to suspend the
rules on which further proceedings
were postponed earlier today in the
order in which that motion was enter-
tained.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

H.R. 4601, by the yeas and nays; and
H.R. 3859, by the yeas and nays.
The Chair will reduce to 5 minutes

the time for any electronic vote after
the first such vote in this series.

f

DEBT REDUCTION
RECONCILIATION ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R 4601, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 4601, as amend-
ed, on which the yeas and nays are or-
dered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 5,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 296]

YEAS—419

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey

Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger

Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
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Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah
Filner

Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio

Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen

Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey

Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—5

Cardin
Nadler

Oberstar
Sabo

Thurman

NOT VOTING—10

Campbell
Cook
Davis (VA)
Emerson

Ewing
Klink
McCollum
McIntosh

Roybal-Allard
Vento
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Mr. SABO changed his vote from
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
PORTER, and HINCHEY changed their
vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

SOCIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE
LOCK BOX ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The pending business is the
question of suspending the rules and
passing the bill, H.R. 3859, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
HERGER) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3859, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

This will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 2,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 297]

YEAS—420

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Aderholt
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey

Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger

Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass

Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Canady
Cannon
Capps
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Deal
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Engel
English
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Farr
Fattah

Filner
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Ford
Fossella
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham
LaTourette

Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McDermott
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose
Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
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Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Rothman
Roukema
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen

Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney

Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Upton
Velazquez
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—2

Nadler Sabo

NOT VOTING—12

Campbell
Cook
Davis (VA)
Emerson

Ewing
Klink
McCollum
McIntosh

Miller, George
Ros-Lehtinen
Roybal-Allard
Vento
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So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, on roll-

call No. 297, I was unavoidably detained. If
present, I would have voted ‘‘aye’’ on rollcall
No. 297.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I was
unfortunately unable to be here earlier today,
and should I have been present, I would have
voted in the affirmative on Roll No. 296 for
H.R. 4601, the Debt Reduction Reconciliation
Act. I would have also voted in strong favor of
Roll No. 297 for H.R. 3859, the Social Security
and Medicare Lock-Box Act.

f

CORRECTION OF PRINTING ER-
RORS IN HOUSE REPORT 106–645
ACCOMPANYING H.R. 4577, DE-
PARTMENTS OF LABOR, HEALTH
AND HUMAN SERVICES, AND
EDUCATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to make the following statement
to correct a printing error in the
RECORD.

Mr. Speaker, the report to accom-
pany the Departments of Labor, Health
and Human Services, and Education
and Related Agencies Appropriations

Act, 2001, House Report 106–645, in-
cludes a printing error. On page 204,
roll-call vote number 4, the amend-
ment dealing with ergonomics, under
the column for Members voting ‘‘nay,’’
there is a name ‘‘Mr. Lextra.’’

That name should not be in that col-
umn. There is no such person on the
Committee on Appropriations or in the
House of Representatives.

Under the column for Members vot-
ing ‘‘present,’’ the name of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DIXON) ap-
pears. The report the committee filed
with the House shows that the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DIXON)
voted ‘‘nay,’’ not ‘‘present.’’ His name
should not have been printed in the
‘‘present’’ column but in the ‘‘nay’’ col-
umn.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this statement reflecting the
accurate vote of the gentleman from
California (Mr. DIXON) on the
ergonomics issue appear not only in to-
day’s RECORD but in the permanent
Record for the day that this legislation
was initially considered, June 8, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I would just like to
inquire of the gentleman from Florida
how many other times has Mr. Lextra
voted in this or any other committee,
even though he is not a member of the
committee and, to my knowledge, is
not a Member of the House?

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
as the gentleman is well aware, he and
I read every word and every comma of
each report. I have not seen the name
Mr. Lextra ever, and I doubt the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin has.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
bill, H.R. 4635, and that I may be per-
mitted to include tables, charts, and
other extraneous material.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.
f

DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AF-
FAIRS AND HOUSING AND URBAN
DEVELOPMENT, AND INDE-
PENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2001

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 525 and rule

XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4635.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
4635) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and
for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
with Mr. PEASE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose on Monday,
June 19, 2000, the amendment offered
by the gentleman from California (Mr.
WAXMAN) had been disposed of and the
bill was open to amendment from page
9, line 1, to page 9, line 3.

REQUEST FOR EN BLOC CONSIDERATION OF
AMENDMENTS NUMBERED 40, 28, AND 26

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that it be in order
at this time that the Ney amendment
No. 40, the Guttierez amendment No.
28, and the Tancredo amendment No. 26
be considered en bloc.

I further ask unanimous consent that
after disposition of these amendments,
that the House return to the reading of
the bill on page 9, line 8.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I feel con-
strained to object to the request at this
time.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. WAXMAN. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN) will
state his parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. WAXMAN. I have another
amendment on the same subject as yes-
terday, Mr. Chairman, and I would like
to inquire if this is the appropriate
time in the bill to offer that amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. As the Committee
proceeds further on page 10 the gen-
tleman will be in order in the reading,
but at the moment another Member of
the House, a member of the committee,
is seeking recognition to strike the
last word.

After that the Clerk will read to the
proper point in the bill.

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

I am pleased, Mr. Chairman, to see
that a number of Members have recog-
nized that the VA medical research ac-
count is underfunded in this bill, and
that they want to increase this funding
through amendments that we are going
to consider soon. The chairman and the
ranking member have done a good job
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under tough constraints on this legisla-
tion, but this is one item that we real-
ly need to tend to here today. I am glad
to see that we will have the oppor-
tunity to do so.

I have been a strong proponent of VA
medical research, and I offered an
amendment during the full Committee
on Appropriations markup that would
have increased that account by $23 mil-
lion. I want to take just a minute
today to explain why I support increas-
ing the VA medical research account
and why it is so important for us to
find a way of doing so.

The original request from the VA to
OMB was to fund the research account
at $397 million. Outside supporters of
the program believe the program
should be funded at $386 million. These
recommendations are both well above
the current bill’s level of $321 million.

Most of us have heard about the Se-
attle foot, that remarkable artificial
limb that has been depicted in tele-
vision commercials by a double ampu-
tee playing pick-up basketball or by a
woman running a 100-yard dash. It is
not obvious that she has two artificial
legs until the camera zooms in at the
end of the commercial. The technology
for this prosthesis was developed by VA
researchers in Seattle.

Research at VA hospitals is impor-
tant because it is clinical research,
mainly. The researcher, who is almost
always affiliated with a neighboring
teaching hospital, also treats patients,
veterans. The VA research program is
the only one dedicated solely to finding
cures to ailments that affect our vet-
eran population. It is not interchange-
able with other research efforts.

At the Durham, North Carolina, VA,
which is affiliated with Duke Univer-
sity, there is a great range of research
being done, from working to find a cure
for AIDS to finding a shingles vaccine
to important advances in brain imag-
ing and telemedicine. This work, of
course, assists veterans, but it also
helps the population at large.

The VA does a great job of leveraging
its funds. Dr. Jack Feussner, the direc-
tor of the VA medical research pro-
gram, testified that for every dollar of
increase that the program has received
over the last 5 years, it has received $3
from other sources. Therefore, if we
were to add $23 million here today, it
could translate into $92 million more
for research.

What will these additional funds be
used for? Eleven million dollars is
needed just to maintain current serv-
ices, to keep up with medical inflation.
Another $12 million could be used for
any number of research projects.

The VA is starting a research over-
sight program vital to the integrity of
the human-based research programs. It
could be a model for other federally-as-
sisted research. This program needs $1
million.

To bring the program back to the
high water mark of 1998 would take $43
million. Dr. Feussner has listed four
areas that would benefit particularly

from additional research dollars: Par-
kinson’s Disease, end-stage renal fail-
ure, diabetes, and Post-Traumatic
Shock Disorder. Additional research
into the treatment and cure for hepa-
titis C would also be looked at care-
fully.
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We also need to increase the commit-

ment to training the next generation of
clinician and nonclinician investiga-
tors. To keep that program on track
would take an additional $10 million.

Now, Mr. Chairman, difficult deci-
sions will need to be made on these up-
coming amendments, and there are sev-
eral of them. They all offer an offset of
some sort. Most of the offsets I would
not support if they stood alone. But the
overall allocation for our VA–HUD sub-
committee is just not sufficient, and
these difficult trade-offs must be made.

I am hopeful that, at the end of this
process, an additional allocation will
be available and that we will be able to
fund VA medical research at close to
$386 million and that any offsets that
we adopt can largely be restored. How-
ever, it is very important to raise the
appropriations level here today for
medical research before this bill goes
any farther in the appropriations proc-
ess.

I hope this is helpful, this overview of
how these monies might be spent and
why we need them. Additional funding
for VA research will benefit our vet-
erans and our country, and I hope
Members will pay attention closely to
the arguments on the amendments to
follow.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to this section of the bill?

AMENDMENT NO. 20 OFFERED BY MR. FILNER

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 20 offered by Mr. FILNER:
Page 9, after line 3, insert the following:
In addition, for ‘‘Medical Care’’, $35,200,000

for health care benefits for Filipino World
War II veterans who were excluded from ben-
efits by the Rescissions Acts of 1946 and to
increase service-connected disability com-
pensation from the peso rate to the full dol-
lar amount for Filipino World War II vet-
erans living in the United States: Provided,
That the Congress hereby designates the en-
tire such amount as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985: Provided further, That
such amount shall be available only to the
extent of a specific dollar amount for such
purpose that is included in an official budget
request transmitted by the President to the
Congress and that is designated as an emer-
gency requirement pursuant to such section
251(b)(2)(A).

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) reserves a
point of order.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I have
an issue which has been before this
House before, an issue of, I think, great
moral urgency but financially respon-
sible; and that is to right a wrong that
was committed in this country by the
Congress of 1946, which took away the
veterans’ benefits that had been prom-
ised to our Filipino allies who were
drafted into World War II, fought
bravely at Corregidor and Bataan.
Many died. But were ultimately ex-
tremely helpful, if not responsible, for
our slowing up of the Japanese advance
and then our ultimate victory in the
Pacific.

What we did do to these brave men
was to take away their benefits after
the war, and they have yet to be recog-
nized in this way. Many are in their
late 70s and early 80s. Many will not be
here in a few years. I think this is an
emergency item that ought to be con-
sidered by this House.

My amendment would provide
$35,200,000 for health care benefits to
these veterans of World War II. This is
the benefit that they need the most in
their twilight years.

Like their counterparts, they fought
as brave soldiers. They helped to win
the war. Many of them marched to
their deaths, in fact, in the famous Ba-
taan death march. Yet we rewarded
them by taking away their benefits. We
owe them a fair hearing. We owe them
the dignity and honor of considering
them veterans. My amendment would
restore just some of those benefits to
these veterans.

I think all of my colleagues know
that veterans are entitled to, under
certain conditions provided by law, cer-
tain preventions and certain medical
care. But this amendment divides the
benefits from the pensions from the
medical benefits and says let us at
least now, within our budget means,
give health care to those brave Filipino
soldiers.

My amendment would make avail-
able monies for care in this country, a
small portion also for our VA clinic in
Manila to serve the Filipino World War
II veterans and U.S. citizens there
alike. What we are saying here is that
the honor and bravery of veterans of
World War II will finally be recognized
by this Congress 54 years after they
were taken away.

I would ask this body to recognize
the bravery of our allies, the Filipinos
who we drafted, provide them with eli-
gibility for benefits, health care bene-
fits that are given to American soldiers
who fought in the same war for the
same honorable cause.

Now, Mr. Chairman, this amendment
is being challenged on a point of order
because authorization has not been
given. I would make the point that, not
only did these veterans earn this ben-
efit in the war, not only are there doz-
ens of programs in this bill that are
not authorized, but that, through the
regular legislative process, we have not
been allowed to bring this bill up.
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I ask the floor, I ask the Chair to

allow us to finally grant honor and dig-
nity to these brave soldiers, many of
whom, as I said, are in their 80s, and fi-
nally right a historical wrong of great
proportions.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FILNER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, let me
first begin by applauding the gen-
tleman from San Diego, California (Mr.
FILNER), for his efforts. I know he has
done this over many years, trying to
fight for the justice of many of the vet-
erans for World War II who fought
under the flag of the United States, in
fact fought at the insistence of this
country.

Simply put, what the gentleman is
trying to do is trying to restore bene-
fits to which these individuals as vet-
erans were entitled to but were
stripped of by affirmative action by
this Congress back in the late 1940s.
But for the action of this Congress,
some 50-odd years ago, these individ-
uals would be receiving these benefits
that the gentleman from California are
now trying to restore.

So I would like to add my voice to
the many in this Congress who are sup-
portive of the gentleman’s efforts, and,
unfortunately, at this time is unable to
proceed with this particular amend-
ment. I would hope that my colleagues
would recognize the efforts of the gen-
tleman from San Diego, California (Mr.
FILNER), and at some point soon recog-
nize that we must do something for the
ladies and gentlemen who fought in the
1940s to defend this country and are
now at the point of passing on. It is
time for us to recognize their effort
and recognize that this Congress some
54 years ago or so denied them the
rights that they had under this Con-
stitution.

So I applaud the gentleman for what
he does.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order against
the amendment?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I understand that this

amendment may be struck on a point
of order. Many of us have been trying
for many, many years to get this
through, both under Democrat and Re-
publican administrations.

I served in the United States mili-
tary, and a large portion of that was in
Southeast Asia, eight different deploy-
ments on carriers all going through the
Philippines, and based there for train-
ing. I was also stationed there at San
Miguel for some 18 months.

I rise in support of the gentleman’s
amendment, and I would hope that the
conference chairman, in some way,
even though this may be struck with a
point of order, see that the gentleman
is correct, there was a promise made by
the United States Government, if these

individuals fought on the side of the al-
lies, that we would give them certain
benefits. The gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) is not asking even
for the full-blown benefits that were
promised, but even a neck-down
version so that the cost is not too high.
This does not affect the health care of
American veterans; this will actually
enhance it.

I hope there is some way that in the
conference when additional monies
from revenues come into the coffers
that we can find some way in the con-
ference to support the amendment of
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER).

The Negridos were like the Native
Americans to the United States; they
were native to the Philippines. They
are infamous on their ability to disrupt
the enemy’s lines during World War II
in the Philippines.

The Filipino people, as the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER)
mentioned, actually walked in the Ba-
taan death march with us; and many of
those people died right alongside of
Americans. Many of them died trying
to free Americans in hiding and pro-
tecting them. They were executed. I
mean, there is movie after movie de-
picting their heroism.

I also want my colleagues to take a
look at the involvement of the Filipino
Americans in this country and what
they have done for the United States of
America. Every university we see is
filled with Filipinos. Why? Because
they believe in education. They believe
in patriotism. They believe in the fam-
ily unit. There has been no better
group to immigrate to this country.

Secondly, the United States Navy for
many, many years used the Filipinos.
They would give up their lives, in some
cases actually give up their lives, to
serve in the military.

During Desert Storm, they would
volunteer to serve in the military, even
though they were killed, their spouses
may have been shipped back to the
Philippines, giving their life. We
thought that that was wrong also.

But I rise in support, and I would say
to the Filipino community—(the gen-
tleman from California spoke in
Tagolog)—which means I will love the
Philippines forever. I was stationed
there, so I speak a little Tagolog.

But in this case, the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) is absolutely
correct. I hope we can work in a bipar-
tisan way to bring about this amend-
ment. It is a very small measure of
what we have been trying to do for a
long time.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER).

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me. The
gentleman from California is adjacent
to me in San Diego. He is a powerful
voice for our Filipino American citi-
zens. I thank him. There are no two
people I would prefer to have talking
on this from the other side of the aisle
than the gentleman from New York

(Chairman GILMAN) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM), and
I appreciate the support.

This is a bipartisan effort. It is a
matter of historical and moral right-
eousness and truth. I so appreciate the
statement of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Chairman, I wanted to commend
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) and the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER) for espousing
the cause of our Philippine veterans.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of this amendment to provide
$35.2 million in VA health care benefits
for our Filipino nationals who fought
with our American troops against the
Japanese in World War II.

For almost 4 years, over 100,000 Fili-
pinos of the Philippine Commonwealth
Army fought alongside the allies to re-
claim the Philippines from the Japa-
nese. Regrettably, in return, what did
Congress do? Congress enacted the Re-
scission Act of 1946. Despite President
Truman having approved all of this,
that measure limited veterans’ eligi-
bility for service-connected disabilities
and death compensation and also de-
nied the members of the Philippine
Commonwealth Army the honor of
being recognized as veterans of our own
Armed Forces.

A second group, the special Phil-
ippines Scouts, called New Scouts, who
enlisted in the U.S. Armed Forces after
October 6, 1945, primarily to perform
occupation duty in the Pacific were
simply excluded.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) has expired.

(On request of Mr. FILNER, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. CUNNINGHAM
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield to the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I believe it is long past time to try to
correct this injustice and to provide
the members of the Philippine Com-
monwealth Army and the Special Phil-
ippine Scouts with a token of the ap-
preciation for the courageous services
that they valiantly earned during their
service in World War II.

Given the difficulty in extending full
veterans’ benefits without adversely
impacting other domestic veterans pro-
grams, health benefits are the most ap-
propriate to extend. With this in mind,
the amendment of the gentleman from
California (Mr. FILNER), with the sup-
port of the gentleman from California
(Mr. CUNNINGHAM), provides funding for
such benefits which are sorely needed
by an aging population of veterans well
into their twilight years.

I commend both gentleman from
California, Mr. FILNER and Mr.
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CUNNINGHAM, for supporting this
amendment. I urge our colleagues to
lend their full support.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
reclaiming the balance of my time, I
would say that this is a promise made
by the United States Government.

Most of us were not here when that
promise was made, much like our
friends from Guam. But there is a
promise, and that promise was taken
away after the war. They fulfilled their
contract, and this government reneged
on that particular contract.

I ask my colleagues on this side of
the aisle and the chairman to give this
consideration in the conference even
though it will probably be struck with
a point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SERRANO. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is worth
standing here for the next few minutes
to continue this dialogue. I want to
congratulate the words of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) who just spoke, along
with those of the gentleman from San
Diego, California (Mr. FILNER), as well.
Both of the gentlemen from California
have spoken very righteously about
this particular issue.
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And while we know this amendment
will be ruled out of order in the next
few minutes, it does bear saying.

I do not know if all my colleagues are
aware of what we are talking about
here, nor perhaps the American people
who might be watching; but what we
are talking about here is the fact that
during World War II Americans en-
countered a very rough time in the Pa-
cific. There was a point there where it
was not clear how the battles would
turn and how the war would turn; and
in the Philippines, things were tough.
It got to a point where our President,
President Roosevelt, called upon the
Filipino people to come forward and
fight under the American flag. In fact,
it was an edict. They were to serve
under the American flag. And, sure
enough, they did, and they did so with
honor.

These were individuals from the Phil-
ippines who were fighting not just for
their country but for the United States
of America. They were under the com-
mand of U.S. forces. They were under
the direction of generals of the United
States of America. When they were
told to go to battle, it was by Amer-
ican generals; and it was to provide for
the security and safety not just of
Philippine soldiers but of American
soldiers. When many of these Phil-
ippine soldiers died, they died under
the American flag.

At the conclusion of the war, these
Filipino veterans who fought so val-
iantly were entitled, because they had

fought under the flag of the United
States and at the direction of our
President, to receive the benefits of
Americans who had served under our
flag. And had everything proceeded as
it normally would, these Filipino vet-
erans would have received every single
type of benefit that an American sol-
dier received having fought for this
country at the direction of this govern-
ment. But in 1946, Congress affirma-
tively took steps to rescind those
rights that those veterans from the
Philippines had. The Rescission Act of
1946 stripped Filipino veterans of any
rights they had as American veterans.

Last session, this Congress, working
in a bipartisan manner, actually re-
stored a modicum amount of those ben-
efits. It allowed some of those Filipino
veterans who were in this country, had
been here for the last 50-some-odd
years, and who actually decided to go
back to the Philippines, to retain their
SSI benefits, these are folks that are in
their 80s, at reduced levels. In fact, we
ended up saving money having them do
that. Because rather than having them
collect supplemental security income
at the price of what it would cost by
their staying here in America, if they
did it in the Philippines, it would cost
even less. That was, in a way, a token
to those Filipino veterans, but it actu-
ally saved us money.

What the two gentlemen from San
Diego are talking about is trying to re-
store some semblance of decency, who
are now in their 80s and dying away,
and it is the right thing to do. It is
something we owe them. Because when
it was time to take to that battle and
they were charged to do so, they did
not ask what would happen; and they
did not ask what would be the return,
they just did so.

For that reason, we should try to
work in support of the amendment by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
FILNER), which would simply say give
these veterans, now in their 80s, for the
most part, access to health care that
most American veterans are entitled to
receive. That is the right thing to do.
And I would join with my two friends
from San Diego who are fighting for
this, to say that it is something I hope
that the conference committee will
take up, that the chairman and rank-
ing member will consider, because we
should do this. At a time when many of
these veterans may not see the next
year, as we come closer to doing this,
it is the right thing to do.

In the last session of Congress, in the
105th Congress, we had 209 Members of
Congress who cosponsored legislation
that contained these precise provi-
sions. Just eight sponsors away from
having a majority of this House saying
they wanted to see this happen. We are
very close. Most Members do support
this when they are told about this, but
it is just so difficult bureaucratically,
procedurally, to get this done. I would
hope that the chairman and the rank-
ing Members and the committees of ju-
risdiction, when in conference, would
consider this.

I join with my colleagues from Cali-
fornia who have spoken, along with the
many others who would like to speak
on this, to say it is the right thing to
do and we should move forward.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair must re-
mind all Members that remarks in de-
bate should be addressed to the Chair
and not to a viewing or listening audi-
ence.

Does the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I too rise in support of the amend-
ment offered by my good friend, the
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER), that would provide health care
benefits for Filipino World War II vet-
erans that were excluded from benefits
by the 1946 Rescission Act.

For all the reasons that have been
stated by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. BECERRA),
this is an issue that is really a no-
brainer. It is an issue that when people
hear the entire story, they will support
full equity, full World War II benefits
for Filipino World War II veterans.

These veterans are comprised mostly
of Filipino volunteers and recruits,
augmented by American soldiers, who
were the defenders of Bataan and Cor-
regidor and who delayed the Japanese
effort to conquer the western Pacific.
This enabled U.S. forces to adequately
prepare and launch the campaign to fi-
nally secure victory in the Pacific the-
ater of World War II.

Filipino veterans swore allegiance to
the same flag, wore the same uniforms,
fought, bled, and died in the same bat-
tlefields alongside American comrades,
but were never afforded equal status.
And even after the surrender of Amer-
ican forces in the initial part of the
battle of the Philippines, they contin-
ued to fight on in guerilla units.

Prior to the mass discharges and dis-
banding of their unit in 1949, these vet-
erans were paid only a third of what
regular service members received at
the time. Underpaid, having been de-
nied benefits that they were promised,
and lacking proper recognition, Gen-
eral MacArthur’s words, ‘‘No army has
ever done so much with so little,’’
truly depicts the plight of the remain-
ing Filipino veterans today as they cer-
tainly did a half century ago.

In terms of my own people of Guam,
since we are closest to the Philippines,
I guess of all the areas that are rep-
resented in Congress, and the people of
Guam share deep cultural and historic
ties with the Philippines, we also un-
derstand the trauma and the tragedy
that they endured because we too suf-
fered horrendous occupation, a long
and painful and brutal occupation
under the Imperial Japanese Army.
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And we certainly appreciate, under-
stand, and support the efforts of peo-
ples who are trying to resolve the issue
of Filipino World War II veterans.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Filner amendment. I know that I cer-
tainly will probably be ruled out of
order here before too long, but the
issue will not go away until we cer-
tainly see justice for these veterans no
matter how many are left. And I must
remind the Members of the House that
they continue to pass away as we con-
tinue to not address this issue fully.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I know we cannot fix
this problem here today, but I want the
gentlemen to know that we are sympa-
thetic on this issue.

These Filipino veterans enlisted in
the United States Armed Services dur-
ing World War II to fight against the
Japanese. At the time, the Philippines
were a protectorate of the United
States and not an independent country.
They fought bravely, at great sacrifice,
under the orders of the U.S. military
commands, and had every reason to ex-
pect full veterans benefits.

For the reasons which I do not fully
understand, however, in 1946, the law
established for this particular group of
veterans a two-tier system with less
benefits. In particular, they have less
health care and lower rates of dis-
ability compensation, even when they
now live in the United States.

I would hope that the authorizing
committee could look into this situa-
tion, and hopefully look into it expedi-
tiously, and make appropriate adjust-
ments for these Filipino veterans who
fought both for their country and for
the United States.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman very much for his remarks,
and I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FILNER) for the amendment,
as well as the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM) for his sup-
port, and the others who have spoken
on this amendment.

I rise in strong support of this
amendment. Unfortunately, I guess a
point of order has been raised against
it. But I agree, I would hope that the
authorizing committee would report
this legislation out so that these Fili-
pino veterans would get what is in fact
due to them under the promises that
we have made, and I look forward to
working with the others supporting
this matter.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the ranking member for his warm sup-
port of this. He is absolutely right.

And, again, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA) indicated that
well over 200 Members of the House
signed onto legislation. I would point
out to the House that that legislation
was for both health care and for pen-
sion benefits. So if 209 Members of this
body supported a bill which was costed
out at roughly $500 million or $600 mil-
lion, surely this session of Congress
could approve just the health benefits
at $35 million. But I thank the gen-
tleman for his kind words.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, I would just say
that I think the authorizing committee
has been invited to bring that legisla-
tion to the floor.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,

I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

(Mrs. MINK of Hawaii asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MINK of Hawaii. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the Filner
amendment.

I do not quite understand the legisla-
tive precedence which, in some in-
stances, allow appropriation bills to
come to the floor with a waiver of
points of order which would allow the
inclusion of appropriations for matters
that have not cleared the authorizing
committee. When so many Members of
this Chamber support this legislation,
it seems to me in order for the rule to
have come out allowing this amend-
ment to be made to correct this very,
very grave injustice that has been per-
mitted to exist for these numbers of
years.

These Filipino veterans, if they were
aged 20 at the time they were enlisted
to help the United States Government,
if they were 20 years old, today they
are at least 80 or 85. There will not be
much more time for this Congress to
rectify this injustice, so I plead with
the people who are taking this bill over
to the other side to give consideration
to the emergency of this situation and
to find a way to at least provide the
health care which the Filner amend-
ment allows this Congress to permit
these individuals.

A lot has been said about the sac-
rifice that these individuals made. I
want it to be made perfectly clear that
it was 5 months before the Japanese at-
tack on Pearl Harbor that President
Roosevelt issued an Executive Order
calling upon the Filipino Common-
wealth Army into the service of the
United States Forces in the Far East.
The date was July 26, 1941, long before
Pearl Harbor. The Filipino soldiers
complied without hesitation. They
were part of the United States in their
hearts and in their minds.

The Philippines was considered a pos-
session of the United States. In fact,

perhaps they had no choice but to
agree to enlist and become a part of
the U.S. forces. They had grown up
under the U.S. rule. They spoke
English. They knew a lot about our
government and about our democracy.
And so when they were called upon to
defend this freedom for which we
fought and died, they willingly signed
up, stood in line and gave of their lives.
And it seems to me that the promises
made to them at the time that they
went into service should be honored.

The fact of the matter is that there
is almost a concession that the prom-
ises were made. Why else do we have a
rescission, which is a cancellation, of
benefits that were promised? We do not
have a rescission if there is not an ac-
knowledgment that there were prom-
ises made and commitments given to
these veterans. But, anyway, in 1946,
the Congress of the United States
passed a rescission bill and took away
all possibility that the promises made
to the Filipino veterans would be hon-
ored by the United States Government.
And that is the shameful act that we
are seeking at least partially today to
correct.

These veterans are very old. They are
in their 80s, 85, perhaps 90s. Many of
them live in my district. I see them
every time that there is a veterans hol-
iday or a Memorial Day or a gathering
in the community, and I know how
deeply they feel about this issue. They
see the Congress dealing with it, and
yet due to some legislative thing there
is a point of order and the matter can-
not be brought to a vote.

I think it is a very, very sad travesty
that we are permitting, through a par-
liamentary situation, not to bring up
to the House of Representatives. Be-
cause I feel sure, as the previous speak-
er from California indicated, that more
than 218 Members of this House would
vote for this measure. This is not the
full measure that we feel they are enti-
tled to, but it is the most urgent piece
of this promise, and that is the health
care that they so desperately need.

Many of these veterans have returned
back to the Philippines because that is
probably the only way that they could
be cared for by their families or some
friends, or perhaps the health system
there would permit them to be cared
for.
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But for those few thousand veterans
that are here in the United States, the
delay of a day, a month, a year means
a delay in perpetuity.

So I call upon those who will be
working on this matter, taking it to
conference and discussing it, not to
wait another day but to call the com-
passion and the commitment and the
moral obligation that this country has
to these veterans and enact it into law
this year.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) now insist
on his point of order?
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I do. I

make a point of order against the
amendment because it proposes to
change existing law and constitutes
legislation on an appropriations bill
and, therefore, violates clause 2 of rule
XXI.

Mr. Chairman, there are any number
of Members who sympathize with the
intent of this language. The problem is
it is unauthorized. This decision needs
to be determined in the committee of
authorization, the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs, not in the context of an
appropriation. And, therefore, I insist
on my point of order.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, first of
all, I appreciate the courtesy of the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
in not insisting on the point of order
until we had a chance for those who
wanted to speak on it, and I sincerely
thank him for that courtesy.

But I would point out to the Chair of
our committee and to the Chair of the
Subcommittee on Appropriations that
this insistence on this point of order is
rather arbitrary. The same argument
could be made, as I have said earlier, to
dozens of programs in this bill.

Under FEMA there are many pro-
grams not authorized. The whole
NASA, apparently, is not authorized.
The Neighborhood Reinvestment Cor-
poration is not authorized. Major
projects of construction in the vet-
erans’ affairs budget are not author-
ized. And I can go on and on.

The point here is that this House can
pick and choose which items to protect
in a point of order in an appropriations
bill. I think that is not only illogical,
but it does not show the reality. In this
case, we have had to face really the ob-
struction of only one person that would
prevent this from even coming to the
floor and being authorized.

So I would ask at some point in the
future that the chairman and the rank-
ing member look kindly on this amend-
ment, this legislation. We only have a
few years left before these brave vet-
erans are no longer with us. And so, I
understand his insistence on the point
of order, but I wish he would grant the
same latitude that he had to dozens of
other programs in this bill.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to echo the words of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FIL-
NER). This is not a partisan issue. The
40 years following the war, the Con-
gress was controlled by the other side.
We have gone through 5 years of Re-
publican control of this House; and it is
time, especially with the cosponsors,
that we bring this to fruition.

I would like to repeat to the ranking
member and the ranking minority
member of the committee on author-
ization, there is a determination here
by both sides of the aisle to see this
through to fruition. Whether we do it
this time or we do it the next time,
this will pass. I would ask the chair-
man to consider it in the conference.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-
pared to rule on the point of order.

The amendment earmarks funds in a
manner not supported by existing law.
The amendment also proposes to des-
ignate an appropriation as an emer-
gency for purposes of budget enforce-
ment procedures in law. As such, it
constitutes legislation, in violation of
clause 2(c) of rule XXI. The point of
order is sustained.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I again
rise to ask unanimous consent that it
may be in order to consider at this
time the Ney amendment No. 40, the
Gutierrez amendment No. 28, the
Tancredo amendment No. 26, and that
they be considered en bloc.

I ask further that after disposition of
these amendments that the House re-
turn to the reading of the bill on page
9, line 8.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, reserv-
ing the right to object, I just want to
clarify that amendments under the
Medical Research paragraph are still
eligible with the unanimous consent
request of the gentleman. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, our in-
tention is not to preclude anyone’s
ability to comment on these amend-
ments or offer amendments.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to see, before I pursue the ob-
jection, whether amendment No. 19
would be in order, given this unani-
mous consent agreement.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair cannot
prejudge an amendment that has not
yet been offered.

Mr. FILNER. Then I will have to ob-
ject. I want to know if it is eligible for
offering at the point of line 8, as the
amendment requests. I have to ask
this, otherwise I will have to object to
the unanimous consent request.

I think the intent is to keep my
amendment eligible. I just want to
make sure that it is.

The CHAIRMAN. First of all, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
should understand that reading is to
commence at page 9, line 4, not line 8.
His request is a bit premature.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would,
then, amend that we return to reading
of the bill on page 9, line 4.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read, as follows:

MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out
programs of medical and prosthetic research
and development as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
chapter 73, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002, $321,000,000, plus reimburse-
ments.

The CHAIRMAN. There has been no
unanimous consent agreement in the
Committee, nor is there an amendment
pending.

Does the gentleman from New York
(Mr. WALSH) wish to offer an amend-
ment or a unanimous consent request?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, may I re-
state my unanimous consent request?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
may.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would
ask that I may offer Ney amendment
No. 40, Gutierrez amendment No. 28,
and Tancredo amendment No. 26, and
that they be considered en bloc; and I
further ask that after disposition of
the amendments the Committee return
to the reading of the bill on page 9, line
4.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WALSH

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I offer
amendments.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendments.

The text of the amendments is as
follows:

Amendments offered by Mr. WALSH:
H.R. 4635

AMENDMENT NO. 40 OFFERED BY: MR. NEY

Under the heading ‘‘MEDICAL AND PROS-
THETIC RESEARCH’’ of title I, page 9, line 8,
insert ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’ after
‘‘$321,000,000’’.

Under the heading ‘‘ENVIRONMENTAL PRO-
GRAMS AND MANAGEMENT’’ of title III, page
59, line 6, insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)’’
after ‘‘$1,900,000,000’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 28 OFFERED BY: MR.
GUTIERREZ

Page 9, after line 8, insert after the dollar
amount the follwoing: ‘‘(increase by
$25,000,000)’’.

Page 73, line 3, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$25,000,000)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 26 OFFERED BY: MR.
TANCREDO

Page 14, line 13, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(increased by
$30,000,000)’’.

Page 73, line 18, insert after the dollar
amount the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$30,000,000)’’.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO).

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentleman yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the hard
job that the distinguished chairman
and the members of the committee
faced as they drafted this bill. It is a
good bill, and I intend to support it.

The amendment has been agreed to
by the parties involved. It is about giv-
ing our veterans the facilities they
need as they grow older and the care
that they were promised as they chose
to defend the country.

Our bipartisan amendment will re-
store the State Extended Care Facili-
ties Construction Grant Program fund-
ing to the FY 2000 level of $90 million.
Currently the bill cuts the funding in
this program to $30 million.

In 2010, one in every 16 American men
will be a veteran of the military over
the age of 62. That is an amazing sta-
tistic. The increasing age of most vet-
erans means additional demand for
medical services for eligible veterans
as the aging process brings on chronic
conditions needing more frequent care
and lengthier convalescence.
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This surge of older veterans will un-

doubtedly put a strain on our Nation’s
veterans’ health services. At the cur-
rent pace of construction, we will not
have the necessary facilities to meet
veterans’ extended care needs.

The Veterans Millennium Health
Care Act, passed by this House and
signed into law in 1999, places new re-
quirements on State care facilities
that must be funded immediately. With
the ranks of those requiring VA care
growing on a yearly basis, States al-
ready face huge financial burdens in
helping to care for our veterans.

Finally, State care facilities are cost
effective. In Fiscal Year 1998, the VA
spent an average of $255 per day on
long-term care nursing home care for
residents, while State veterans homes
spent an average of $40 per resident.
This economic trend continued in 1999.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER).

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Chairman, this is
an important amendment. It is about
nursing home care for our veterans.

Unfortunately, when the administra-
tion came forward with its budget this
year, they proposed a significant cut in
State grants, grants to our States to
provide veterans nursing homes.

As we have seen growing need, as
particularly our veterans of Korea and
Vietnam and World War II-era veterans
need nursing home care, there is tre-
mendous demand. And State care fa-
cilities operated through the State of
Illinois and others have proven cost ef-
fective.

The VA spends on average $225 a day
for care for long-term nursing care
residents, whereas State nursing homes
provide about $30 a day. They are effec-
tive and they provide quality care.

I am proud to say that in Illinois we
have four veterans homes. Two are in
the district that I represent. One of
them, the LaSalle Veterans Home, has
a waiting list 220 veterans, veterans
having to wait as long as 18 months in
order to obtain nursing home care.
Imagine that, if they need nursing
home care and they have to wait 18
months. That is an eternity for vet-
erans.

Other veterans homes in Illinois,
Manteno is owed a million dollars for
its compliance with ADA. The State of
Illinois is owed $5 million for other
home updates. The bottom line is this
money is needed.

I want to salute the gentleman from
New York (Chairman WALSH) for ac-
cepting this amendment. I also want to
salute my friend, the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO), for his lead-
ership in fighting for veterans.

The bottom line is this legislation
deserves bipartisan support. Let us
support our veterans. Let us ensure the
dollars are there to ensure nursing
home care for our veterans and their
needs.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I want to briefly dis-
cuss the amendments that the chair-
man proposes to merge here. I want to
begin by expressing my agreement with
the premise of these amendments that
the Veterans Medical Research account
and the State Grants Account for ex-
tended care facilities are both under-
funded.

Two of the amendments in this unan-
imous consent request, those of the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. GUTIER-
REZ) and the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
NEY), would together increase the VA
Medical Research Account by $30 mil-
lion.

As I said before, VA research has
been widely praised for its quality and
medical advances. Indeed, this Con-
gress has clearly demonstrated its in-
terest in medical research, specifically
in the National Institutes of Health,
which received a $2.2 billion increase
last year, an increase of over 14 per-
cent.

We should be doing the same for VA
medical research. And although these
amendments do not get us to that
point, they are a good start.

In addition, the amendment of the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO) would increase the State
Grant Account for the construction of
extended care facilities by $30 million,
for a total of $90 million, the same
level as was enacted for Fiscal Year
2000. The need for extended care facili-
ties is great, and this increase will help
meet that need.

All that being said, I do have con-
cerns regarding the offsets of these
amendments. One offset would take $25
million from NASA’s Human Space
Flight Account. It is a small cut rel-
atively, but I am a bit apprehensive
about making any cuts to this account,
particularly at a time when we are lit-
erally months away from establishing
a permanent human presence in the
Space Station.

This account also funds the Space
Shuttle Program, and reductions could
either force delays or cuts in the mis-
sion manifest or, even worse, force cuts
to important shuttle safety upgrades
planned by NASA.

The other NASA offset is also some-
what distressing. It would take $30 mil-
lion from NASA’s Science Aeronautics
and Technology Account.
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This account funds almost all of
NASA’s activities other than the Space
Shuttle and the Space Station, such
activities as space science, aero-
nautics, earth science and NASA’s aca-
demic programs.

This account was also the only NASA
account in this bill to receive less than
the President’s request. Mr. Chairman,
NASA’s budget has been cut for years
and this amendment cuts an already
anemic account.

Finally, the last of these amend-
ments would take $5 million from
EPA’s operating programs account,
which includes just about all the agen-
cy’s activities other than science re-
search and Superfund. Although this is
a very small cut, the relevant account
is already 10 percent below the Presi-
dent’s request.

All that being said, I supported the
gentleman’s unanimous-consent re-
quest and the acceptance of the under-
lying amendments. I do look forward to
working with the chairman and the
other body in conference to restore the
NASA and EPA funding as we move
forward.

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today for an
amendment that I believe is critically
important to the health and well-being
of our veterans and to the future of the
VA health care system. I urge all of my
colleagues to support this amendment
and make a strong statement of sup-
port for an effective, cost-efficient, and
important program, the VA medical re-
search program.

Unfortunately, the appropriation bill
before us calls for no increased funding,
zero, in the VA medical research pro-
gram. Given inflation and increased
program needs, this amounts to a sig-
nificant reduction in the amount of
work and research the VA will be able
to perform. This is a shortsighted and
extremely damaging budget decision.

Few government programs have
given our Nation a better return on the
dollar than VA medical research. The
VA has become a world leader in such
research areas as aging, AIDS-HIV,
women’s veterans health, and post-
traumatic stress disorder. Specifically,
VA researchers have played key roles
in developing cardiac pacemakers,
magnetic source imaging, and in im-
proving artificial limbs.

The first successful kidney trans-
plant in the U.S. was performed at a
VA hospital and the first successful
drug treatments for high blood pres-
sure and schizophrenia were pioneered
by VA researchers. Quite simply, VA
medical research has not only been
vital for our veterans, it has led to
breakthroughs and refinement of tech-
nology that have improved health care
for all of us. Given this record of ac-
complishment with a very modest ap-
propriation, the reduced commitment
to the VA medical research budget is
unjustified and unwise.

At the proposed level of funding, the
VA would be unable to maintain its
current level of research effort in such
vital areas as diabetes, substance
abuse, mental health, Parkinson’s dis-
ease, prostate cancer, spinal cord in-
jury, heart disease, and hepatitis. In
fact, research projects currently in
progress would be put in jeopardy.

I am asking for a very reasonable in-
crease, enough to save the current
level of research and to allow for a
modest improvement. My amendment
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calls for a $25 million increase in fund-
ing. Approximately $10 million is need-
ed to maintain the current research
level and approximately $15 million
will help to fund new research projects
in such vital areas as mental health
and spinal cord injury. This is money
well spent on proven, effective research
projects that benefit not only our Na-
tion’s most deserving population, our
veterans, but that eventually benefits
us all.

Again I believe in this Congress, we
must reexamine our priorities and in
our current economic climate, $25 mil-
lion is hardly a budget-breaking com-
mitment. We cannot in any honest
fashion say the money is not there.
The money exists. It is simply a ques-
tion of what we want to invest it in,
what priorities are most important to
us. What better choice, what better in-
vestment than the health care of our
veterans? The average research grant
is $130,000. My amendment will help
pave the way for as many as 250 new
ones. Which of those grants will help to
find a cure for Parkinson’s disease? Or
ease the pain of post-traumatic stress?
Or discover new ways to prevent pros-
tate cancer or protect against heart
disease? Or which of these grants will
never be funded because we were not
willing to make this reasonable and ef-
fective appropriation? Which grant will
we lose because once again we made
speeches praising our courageous mem-
bers of the Armed Forces when they
fought and sacrificed to keep our coun-
try safe only to make them sacrifice
again when we turn our backs on their
health care needs?

This amendment shows us that we do
not have to sacrifice any of these re-
search projects. The amendment has
the strong support of the American Le-
gion, the Disabled American Veterans
and Vietnam Veterans of America. I
urge my colleagues to join these vet-
erans advocacy groups and please sup-
port the funding. It is effective, it is
necessary, it is reasonable, and our vet-
erans deserve it. I hope Members will
stand with me in support of VA med-
ical research.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) for including this amendment
in the en bloc package that he has of-
fered to the House and to wish him a
belated happy birthday.

Mr. NEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Chairman, I also want to thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
for including my amendment in the en
bloc.

My amendment reduces the EPA’s
program and management budget
which is $1.9 billion by $5 million and
transfers the dollars to medical re-
search in the VA. The EPA’s account in
this section encompasses a broad range
of things, including travel and expenses
for most of the agency. I believe the
EPA can tighten their belts on some
travel to the tune of $5 million so that
our veterans can continue to receive

the medical care that they need and de-
serve.

With passage of Public Law 85–857 in
1958, Congress gave official recognition
to a research program with a proven
record of contributing to the improve-
ment of medical care and rehabilita-
tion services for the U.S. veteran. The
law formally authorized medical and
prosthetic research in the VA and led
to the establishment of four organiza-
tional units, medical research, reha-
bilitation research and development,
health services research and develop-
ment, and the cooperative studies pro-
gram.

There are over 75 some groups which
I have listed here that, in fact, support
the increase for VA medical research. I
want to again thank the gentleman
from New York for his indulgence to
support the veterans.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I believe with the al-
locations made by the leadership, and I
appreciate the $30 million additional in
terms of nursing homes for veterans,
but still we need $80 million to take
care of existing costs. I feel compelled
to speak out on this amendment which
would inadequately fund the State Vet-
erans Home Program. It is imperative
that the veterans and their families be
able to be taken care of in the twilight
of their years.

Getting the funding increase is only
the first step. While I am primarily
concerned about the dire need of these
homes in Texas, veterans all across the
country need these services. The key to
strong recruitment into our military is
a strong evidence of helping veterans
throughout their life. On behalf of the
nearly 1.7 million veterans in Texas, I
want to boost this appropriation for
the Department of Veterans Affairs’
grants for construction of State ex-
tended care facilities to $140 million for
fiscal year 2001. The $30 million would
only give us $90 million. We need $80
million additional to bring us up to
$140 million to be able to take care of
existing costs.

This increase of $80 million, if you
add $50 million to your request from
the VA, was recommended by both the
chairman and the ranking member of
the House Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs in their letter to the House Com-
mittee on the Budget expressing our
views and estimates of the House Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

I look forward to working with the
gentleman from New York in securing
necessary resources to fund this crucial
program which is very important. Pro-
viding for the long-term health care
needs of veterans remains one of our
most important commitments to those
who have served our Nation. I feel that
providing this stepped up level of fund-
ing for 2001 sends a strong signal to our
veterans and their families across this
country that Congress is committed to
serving veterans in the twilight of
their years.

Texas has only received 3 percent of
the funding from these types of pro-
grams in the past since its inception
even though we have over 7 percent of
the Nation’s veterans. As they get
older and are in more need of nursing
home care, we must be there for them
and be able to provide that service.
Texas has been a newcomer to this pro-
gram, and we have not taken advan-
tage of it in the past which provides
funding for State nursing homes for
veterans.

We have begun construction of four
sites in Texas. Those sites are in
Floresville, Texas; Temple, Texas;
Bonham; and in Big Spring. The reality
is that the way it is structured now,
Texas will not be entitled to a red cent,
to not a single penny of the resources
that are there unless we go beyond the
existing resources because of the word-
ing that you have for renovation and
not for new construction.

I am hopeful that we can continue to
work on this to provide the additional
resources that are needed. Once again,
it was unfortunate the administration
had only recommended $60 million.
Your $30 million will bring it up to $90
million. We really need to look in
terms of bringing it up to $140 million
to meet the needs. That is one of the
recommendations that was made from
our committee.

I want to ask the committee to
please consider the possibility of in-
creasing these resources beyond the $30
million that is there before us.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Wisconsin.

(Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chairman, it is
no secret that our veterans population is
aging. In fact, in 2010—over half of the vet-
erans population will be over the age of 62.
Currently, 36 percent of all veterans are over
the age of 65 and that number is expected to
increase exponentially over the next eight
years.

The increasing age of most veterans means
additional demands for medical services for el-
igible veterans. This surge of older veterans
will undoubtedly put a strain on our nation’s
Veterans Health Services.

The House and Senate approved $90 mil-
lion in funding for the State Extended Care
Facilities Construction Grant Program for
FY99 and FY00. This year, however, the
Committee has funded the program at $60
million—$30 million below last year’s funding.

This amendment would increase funding for
these States Care Facilities by $30 million to
the fiscal year 2000 level of $90 million.

Last year, 354 Members of Congress voted
to support our aging veteran population by
voting for a similar amendment to restore
funding the State Nursing Homes Construction
Grant Program in the VA–HUD Appropriations
Act for Fiscal Year 2000. Once again, this
amendment must be offered to prevent a mas-
sive, 33 percent cut in funding to this vital,
cost-effect program for our veterans.
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The Veterans Millennium Health Care Act,

passed by the House and signed into law in
1999, places new requirements on state care
facilities that must be funded immediately.
With the ranks of those requiring VA care
growing on a yearly basis, states already face
huge financial burdens in helping to care for
our veterans.

In fiscal year 1998, the VA spent on aver-
age $255.25 per day to care for long term
nursing care residents, while, state veterans
homes on average spent $40.00 per resident.
This economic trend continued in 1999—prov-
ing that state care facilities are in fact cost-ef-
fective.

Mr. Chairman, taking care of our nation’s
veterans is clearly one of the government’s
prime responsibilities Congress has a track
record of supporting veterans program as we
have increased the President’s request for VA
funding for several consecutive years now.

At the current pace of construction, we will
not have the necessary facilities to meet vet-
erans’ extended care needs. The State Nurs-
ing Homes Construction Grant Program is an
important program that meets our veterans
health care meets. I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the
Tancredo amendment and to the
Gutierrez amendment. I would like to
say straight out, though, that I cer-
tainly am very sympathetic to the idea
of plussing up these veterans accounts.
I believe I have the fourth largest num-
ber of veterans in my congressional
district and the veterans in my con-
gressional district have been histori-
cally very underserved. I believe the
gentleman from Texas just related a
very similar story to what has gone on
in Texas and many other Sunbelt
States that have not been receiving the
appropriate amount of veterans care
for their communities.

My objection is based on the issue of
cutting funding out of NASA. NASA,
unlike most Federal agencies here in
Washington, has actually seen its
budget decline in real dollars over the
past 8 years. NASA from the time pe-
riod of about 1982 to 1992 saw its budget
double and then over the past 8 years
of the Clinton administration, it has
actually gone down by several hundred
millions of dollars.

When we factor in inflation on this,
it is actually about a 30 percent reduc-
tion in the purchasing power of the
agency. I would like to point out to my
colleagues because there have been
many eloquent comments about the
need to plus up veterans research, the
funding that has gone to NASA has
played a critical role in enhancing our
breakthroughs in medical technology
and medical research. I would just
point out to my colleagues that much
of the technology that goes into cur-
rent pacemakers currently employed
by hundreds of thousands of veterans,
the technology used in scanning, MRI
scanning, CAT scanning, the tech-
nology used in cardiac catheterization,
many of the material science that goes
into the prosthetic devices which some
people have been talking about today,

it is all actually a spin-off from our
space program.

So what we are really talking about
doing here is the proverbial borrowing
from Peter to pay Paul. We have an
agency that has been cut year after
year after year and now for the first
time we are actually talking about
plussing it up. I think it would be very,
very inappropriate for us to go into
this agency. There are many other
places in this bill where we could find
the appropriate reductions to be made.

I would certainly hope that if this
amendment considered en bloc passes
that the subcommittee chairman and
the full committee chairman work in
the conference process to get these
NASA reductions plussed back up. I
would like to also point out that some
of this money that is being cut is going
for flight safety for our shuttle pro-
gram which is very, very critical to
making sure that the Space Station
program succeeds.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WELDON of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. This amendment
will basically require, or almost make
it assured that the 30 Members from
Texas will have to vote no despite the
fact that we feel very strongly about
the need for nursing homes because
they are taking it from NASA and not
only that they are taking it from
NASA, but in addition to that $30 mil-
lion that is going to nursing homes,
none of that with the exception of $10
million would be qualified to where we
could even begin to participate because
we cannot even get that first $80 mil-
lion for Texas for nursing homes. So
not only are they taking the money
from there but we are not going to be
able to benefit from that, either.
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Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, I would just
like to point out to my colleagues here
that my congressional district has no
veterans nursing home, even though it
has needed one for years; and I cer-
tainly would support increasing fund-
ing for veterans nursing care, veterans
medical research. I just object to the
place where these reductions are being
made.

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

(Mr. JOHN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. JOHN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of this amendment, the
Tancredo-Weller-John-Ryan-Hilleary
and others amendment to the VA/HUD
appropriations bill. I want to person-
ally thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) for his work on
this issue that is so critical to our Na-
tion’s veterans across America.

Mr. Chairman, veteran State homes
are the most cost-effective programs in
the Veterans Administration. These

homes receive Federal funding of 65
percent for construction costs and the
remainder is provided by the different
States. Once the home is constructed
and ready to go, the Veterans Adminis-
tration pays on an average only $40 a
day for its patients. However, the other
long-term facilities drain the Veterans
Administration of some $250 per day.

This amendment would save the Vet-
erans Administration lots of money,
over $200 a day to provide long-term
health care for our veterans. This
amendment will prevent a massive 33
percent reduction in the State Nursing
Home Construction Grant Program at
a time when the number of elderly vet-
erans are dramatically rising.

Mr. Chairman, in just a very, very
few short years, half of the veteran
population of this Nation will be over
the age of 65, and we must have the fa-
cilities to provide them this quality
care. There is already a long list of
States on a waiting list for these
homes. In fact, many of the States
have already appropriated dollars and
allocated funds for these homes. Yet
Washington has failed to uphold its end
of the bargain.

This is a win-win situation for the
Federal Government and for our Na-
tion’s veterans. By agreeing to this
amendment, we will renew our commit-
ment to America’s veterans.

Our amendment maintains, does not
increase, but maintains the past 2
years’ level of funding of $90 million in
order to ensure our continued invest-
ments in our veterans health care fa-
cilities. If you remember, Mr. Chair-
man, last year, a similar effort to in-
crease funding for this account was
supported by over 350 Members of this
Congress.

Mr. Chairman, I support the increase
of $30 million as provided in the
Tancredo amendment, and I urge my
fellow Members to support this much
needed amendment to help out the peo-
ple that have helped us out so many
times, the veterans of America.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Tancredo, Weller, John, Ryan, Hilleary
amendment to the VA/HUD Appropriations Bill.

I would personally like to thank the cospon-
sors for their work on our amendment, espe-
cially Mr. TANCREDO. This is a critical issue to
our nation’s veterans.

As you know Mr. Chairman, Veteran State
Homes are one of the most cost-effective pro-
grams within the Veterans Administration, and
there is an ever-growing list of grant requests
from states working to fulfill the health care
needs of our veterans. While I appreciate all
the difficulties associated with constructing this
bill, it is not the time to ignore the needs of
our senior and disabled veterans.

State Homes receive federal funding for 65
percent of the construction costs, and the re-
mainder is provided by the state. Once the
home is providing care, the Veterans Adminis-
tration pays an average of $40 per day for pa-
tients. However, other long term nursing facili-
ties drain the Veterans Administration of over
$250 per day. By comparison, the State Ex-
tended Care Facilities Program saves the fed-
eral government approximately $200 per day
per veteran.
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This amendment will prevent a massive 33

percent reduction in the State Nursing Homes
Construction Grant Program at a time when
the number of elderly veterans is dramatically
increasing. In a few years, half of the veteran
population will be over the age of 65, and we
must have facilities available to provide quality
care. There is already a long waiting list for
state veterans homes, and we cannot prolong
this necessary action.

Mr. Chairman, this is a win-win situation for
the federal government and for our nation’s
veterans. Many states have already approved
and allocated funding for their homes; yet
Washington is failing to uphold its end of the
bargain. By agreeing to this amendment, we
are renewing our commitment to this success-
ful federal-state partnership.

I need not remind this body that this Con-
gress and our President acted decisively in
improving the quality of health care when we
passed the Veterans Millennium Health Care
Act last fall. Just as that bill improved the
quality of care that our nation’s veterans re-
ceive, so then this amendment would ensure
that those veterans have adequate facilities
through which such care can be rendered.
More simply, we must not fall short on our
commitment to our nation’s veterans by not
building the facilities that provide for their care.
Our amendment will maintain the past two
years’ funding level of $90 million in order to
ensure continued investment in our veterans’
health care facilities.

Last year, a similar effort to increase fund-
ing for this account was supported by 354
Members of this House. Once again, we have
an opportunity to address an inadequacy in
VA funding by leveraging much needed,
scarce federal resources in a very successful
program.

I support the increase of $30 million as pro-
vided in the Tancredo, Weller, John, Ryan,
and Hilleary amendment, and I urge that my
fellow Members join me in adopting this
amendment.

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
it is unusual that I follow my col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. JOHN), because the gentleman and
I normally are of the same mind.
Maybe the river that separates Texas
and Louisiana might have more than
that.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in reluctant op-
position to the amendment. While I ap-
preciate the gentleman’s efforts to in-
crease funding for a number of impor-
tant satisfactory veterans programs, I
cannot support the way in which they
are going about obtaining the funding.

To pay for these worthwhile pro-
grams, the amendment seeks to trans-
fer funds from the Human Space Flight
account of NASA and also NASA
Science, Aeronautics and Technology.

While the contribution of our vet-
erans to the greatness of our Nation
should never be forgotten, and while we
fulfill our special obligations to care
for those who fought for these freedoms
that we enjoy and sometimes we take

for granted, this amendment is not
right the way it goes. In fact, my good
friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
REYES), who has fought many years not
only in the State legislature, but now
here in Congress for veterans nursing
homes, tells me that Texas will not
benefit from this plus-up yet with the
cuts from NASA. The men and women
at NASA run an exceptional govern-
ment agency that has always done in-
novative work with limited funds that
Congress appropriates.

They have been leaders in cutting ex-
penses and making their agency more
financially streamlined and we should
recognize that. If anything, I fear that
perhaps they carried their zeal for fast-
er, cheaper, better, a step too far.

With the recent high-profile set-
backs, particularly in the Mars mis-
sions, I think we need to prod NASA in
the other direction, to ensure that in
their efforts to do more with less that
they have not sacrificed safety to save
money. Again, this amendment has
benefit but not in this area.

NASA is a fine example of an effec-
tive agency. If we wish to have the
world’s preeminent space program, we
must work to fund it, not to cut their
budget.

Our space program is the envy of the
world. Despite recent stumbles, NASA
continues to expand the frontiers of
knowledge and probe the vast unknown
reaches of outerspace.

Space exploration will play a critical
role in our Nation’s future both for
technology development and for health
care, and we need to push for the devel-
opment of these new technologies.

It will push our children, our stu-
dents, to learn more math and science;
and we need to make sure that respon-
sible agencies like NASA have the nec-
essary funds to carry out their mission
and to continue to provide us with the
invaluable source of innovation and in-
formation.

I support veterans nationwide, but I
also want to make sure our Texas vet-
erans can benefit. Again, this amend-
ment does not go that far, and so I
would hope in their effort to support
veterans nationwide that we would
come up with an amendment that not
only would not cut NASA, but would
help veterans in all 50 states instead of
49 of them and not just punish the ones
in Texas.

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this discussion and
the amendments show a couple of
things about the processes which we
are undergoing in discussing this bill.
Number one, it shows that everybody
agrees that there are accounts in the
veterans budget that are underfunded,
and the chairman of the committee
seems to agree that we should plus-up
the research account in this case by $30
million, plus-up the construction of the
State veteran homes by $30 million,
and I support that and would go even
further.

It also makes the point that many
Members are caught up in a conundrum
here. The absurdity of our rules where
we have to do something good in order
to do something good in the veterans
budget, we have to do something bad in
the space budget. This at a time when
we have surpluses.

I do not think the public understands
why we should go through such an ex-
ercise that we have to cut $60 million
out of the space program in order to
fund $60 million in the veterans ac-
count when we have the money to do
both, and this is what we should be
doing.

We should be plussing-up the account
in research, as an amendment I had on
the floor to do. We should be plussing-
up the account for the State veterans
homes, which I have an amendment to
do, without having to take from NASA.

My colleagues, we all know, we all
know we have the money to do this.
This is an absurdity. This is a game we
are playing here that puts us in very
low esteem with our constituents who
say, when the gentleman from Florida
said he represents the place where they
have the fourth highest veterans and
he also is strongly in support of the
space station, his constituents have to
say well, why not do both, and they are
right.

We should be doing both, and though
I support the plus-up of $30 million in
the State veterans home account, I
would have to underline what my col-
leagues from Texas said, this does not
allow us to make up for previously ap-
proved projects and projects that have
already been approved by their States
which, with appropriated funds, we
cannot make up that backlog with this
plus-up.

We need an additional $50 million
more. The amendments are absolutely
right in that we need these plus-ups,
and I am glad the chairman of the sub-
committee understands that we were
falling behind in those accounts and
this House has catched up, but I need
to point out the absurdity of the rules
we are under, which force us to take
money from another account which is
absolutely vital also to our future as a
civilization.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge somehow
that the Committee on the Budget and
the Committee on Appropriations
would put us into realistic situations
without forcing us to make these kinds
of choices which are not mandated by
the reality of our funds today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Ney-Gutierrez-Tancredo en bloc
amendment that adds funding for VA medical
research and for grants to states for extended
care facilities for our aging veterans.

This bill before us tonight demonstrates the
effect of poorly-placed priorities created when
the majority voted for a budget agreement that
spent too much on military largesse and tax
breaks for the wealthy. We did not place a
sufficiently high priority on our nation’s vet-
erans programs in this year’s budget alloca-
tions. As my colleague BARNEY FRANK ob-
served, we are suffering from a self-inflicted
wound.
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In fact, this VA–HUD bill provides $2.5 bil-

lion less than the Administration’s FY 2001
budget request. We have a responsibility to
keep our promises to our veterans.

As a nation, we have special obligation to
our veterans. They have earned benefits that
they receive from a grateful nation. The serv-
ice and sacrifice, blood, sweat and tears of
men and women who have served in our
Armed Forces has allowed for the historic
prosperity we now enjoy. Caring for our vet-
erans is a legitimate cost of national security,
yet we do not seem willing to spend an ade-
quate amount on that care.

This year, we are spending 52% of our dis-
cretionary budget on the military but not
enough on those who have already served:
our nation’s veterans whose funding is de-
pendent on this much smaller appropriations
bill that is before us tonight.

We are spending $46.8 billion for veterans’
health care, research, and medical facilities.
Funding for military activities, including our nu-
clear weapons stockpile, will total some $311
billion this year. We owe our veterans more
than they are receiving.

We are spending $22 billion more in this
year’s defense appropriations bill than we did
in last year’s; by comparison, funding for De-
partment of Veterans Affairs medical and pros-
thetic research is the same in this bill before
us last year’s funding: a mere $321 million.

The $62 million for major construction and
improvement of VA facilities is 5% less than
we spent last year. ‘‘Minor’’ construction
projects—those costing less than $4 million
per project—and extended care facilities are
each given a third less funding than they re-
ceived last year.

This budget falls half a billion dollars short
of the level called for in The Independent
Budget, proposed by Disabled American Vet-
erans, Paralyzed Veterans of America, and
other veterans’ groups. Over the past decade,
federal spending for veterans’ health care has
fallen dramatically short of keeping pace with
medical inflation. These shortfalls have forced
VA medical facilities nationwide to cut serv-
ices, delay and even deny care to veterans in
need.

Without adequate funding, the VA, created
to meet our nation’s obligation to its former
defenders, will be unable to meet its obliga-
tions to veterans. It is time to acknowledge the
sacrifices our veterans made and to honor our
commitment to them. They answered their call
to service long ago; now we must answer
back by ensuring them a secure and stable fu-
ture.

Mr. HILLEARY. Mr. Chairman, first I would
like to commend Chairman WALSH for the hard
work he and his staff put into crafting such an
excellent bill. I would also like to thank him for
including this, as well as the other important
amendments in his en bloc request. For the
second year in a row, he has made astound-
ing and much needed increases in many vet-
eran’s programs.

Today I rise in support of this amendment to
increase the funding for the veterans state-ex-
tended care facilities. These facilities in my
opinion are imperative to the mission of pro-
viding quality health care to those who dutifully
served our country.

These veterans homes are the largest pro-
vider of long-term nursing care to our vet-
erans. They enable the Veterans Administra-
tion to ensure quality nursing care to veterans

that cannot receive proper treatment through
any other means. Many of the men and
women who served our country are bedridden
due to service-related injuries. It is these vet-
erans that the state-extended care facilities
will serve.

Not only are these homes, nursing care
units and hospitals necessary for proper care,
they are also cost effective. If a veteran is
forced to go to a private nursing home, the VA
will reimburse that home on average $150 dol-
lar per diem. Contrast that with the approxi-
mately $51 dollar per diem reimbursement to
the State veterans homes for the same care.
The same care for approximately one-third of
the cost. I think you will agree that for this rea-
son alone we should vigorously support these
facilities.

Even with the Tancredo, Weller, Johns,
Ryan, and Hilleary amendment enacted, we
will fall far short of the funding commitment we
have made to the States. The Federal Gov-
ernment has agreed to fund 65 percent of the
construction costs for the state-extended care
facilities. At this time, many States have al-
ready appropriated their share of the construc-
tion costs.

Aside from the current $126 million backlog
of work due to years of underfunding, the Fed-
eral Government could be responsible for over
$200 million in additional construction money,
if all pending applications, as well as those
that were grandfathered in under the Veteran’s
Millennium Health Care Act, are approved.
Even with this amendment, we may still owe
various States across the Nation up to $236
million.

There are approximately 10 million veterans
over the age of 65. Our almost 67 million
World War II veterans continue to require ex-
tensive health care that we are proud and obli-
gated to provide. This country and the VA
must be adequately prepared through proper
funding to handle the challenge of ensuring
the best possible care for the men and women
who bravely served this Nation.

I ask that we strongly support this amend-
ment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment.

Being fiscally responsible sometimes means
making tough decisions. The gentleman from
Colorado’s amendment presents one such
choice. It requires us to choose between
spending more money to help states construct
extended care facilities for veterans versus
funding NASA research programs at the ap-
propriated level.

Certainly, we own our veterans a great debt,
and nursing home facilities for men and
women who served this country are important.
But I urge my colleagues to remember that
H.R. 4635 already provides funding for this
grant program. So even if this amendment
fails, these grants will still be available for vet-
erans’ care.

I oppose this amendment because I believe
it sacrifices one of our Nation’s most important
investments in order to achieve the amend-
ment’s goals. This investment, in science and
engineering research, is critical to developing
the technologies and know how that save
lives, strengthen the economy, and help keep
our defenses strong and our troops protected.
Veterans are alive today because of past in-
vestments in science and technology. Don’t
we owe the veterans of tomorrow the same
advantages? I think we do, which is why I op-
pose the amendment.

Investments in research and technology
rarely pay off right away—certainly they can-
not compete with the construction of a new
building in terms of clearly recognizable short-
term accomplishments—but they do pay off.
The evidence for long-term payoffs from re-
search and technology investments is impres-
sive.

The research programs this amendment
would take away from represent part of this
long-term investment in research and tech-
nology. I urge my colleagues to protect them,
and to vote ‘‘no’’ on the amendment.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

NASA’s science programs are a critical
component to enabling many of the techno-
logical breakthroughs that all of us enjoy. The
importance of research and development and
scientific discovery on our every day lives can-
not be overstated. NASA in partnership with
industry, academia, and other federal agen-
cies perform research and develop technology
which is fundamentally important to keeping
America capable and competitive. Our nation’s
economic growth and prosperity are tied more
closely than ever to technological advance-
ment. We must ensure that NASA gets the
funding necessary to continue to maintain
America’s leadership in technology.

The White House’s recently released report
on Federal R&D investment challenges the
Congress to ‘‘demonstrate strong bipartisan
support for R&D’’ and ‘‘instead of slashing
science and technology, we should accelerate
the march of human knowledge by greatly in-
creasing our investments in R&D.’’ It took
Congress five years to convince the Adminis-
tration that past cuts to the space program
were counterproductive. Now that the Adminis-
tration has seen the light, I hope Congress will
maintain its past commitment to science and
technology by rejecting this amendment.

The amendment proposes to cut $23 million
from NASA’s Human Space Flight program.
Although the amendment appears to save
money by reducing a program’s budget, in re-
ality it only increases costs in the future by
stretching out the program and delaying the
scientific results and advances that the re-
search promises.

We must continue to make investments in
research and development, so that everyone
will benefit from the discoveries and innova-
tions which will improve our quality of life. I
urge my colleagues to oppose the Gutierrez
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 525, further proceedings on
the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH)
will be postponed.

Pursuant to a previous order of the
House, the Clerk will resume reading
at page 9, line 4.

The Clerk read as follows:
MEDICAL AND PROSTHETIC RESEARCH

For necessary expenses in carrying out
programs of medical and prosthetic research



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4735June 20, 2000
and development as authorized by 38 U.S.C.
chapter 73, to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002, $321,000,000, plus reimburse-
ments.
MEDICAL ADMINISTRATION AND MISCELLANEOUS

OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in the administra-
tion of the medical, hospital, nursing home,
domiciliary, construction, supply, and re-
search activities, as authorized by law; ad-
ministrative expenses in support of capital
policy activities, $62,000,000 plus reimburse-
ments: Provided, That technical and con-
sulting services offered by the Facilities
Management Field Service, including project
management and real property administra-
tion (including leases, site acquisition and
disposal activities directly supporting
projects), shall be provided to Department of
Veterans Affairs components only on a reim-
bursable basis, and such amounts will re-
main available until September 30, 2001.

DEPARTMENTAL ADMINISTRATION

GENERAL OPERATING EXPENSES

For necessary operating expenses of the
Department of Veterans Affairs, not other-
wise provided for, including uniforms or al-
lowances therefor; not to exceed $25,000 for
official reception and representation ex-
penses; hire of passenger motor vehicles; and
reimbursement of the General Services Ad-
ministration for security guard services, and
the Department of Defense for the cost of
overseas employee mail, $1,006,000,000: Pro-
vided, That of the funds made available
under this heading, not to exceed $50,050,000
shall be available until September 30, 2002:
Provided further, That funds under this head-
ing shall be available to administer the Serv-
ice Members Occupational Conversion and
Training Act.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WAXMAN

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WAXMAN:
Under ‘‘Department of Veterans Affairs,

Departmental Administration’’, on page 10,
line 10 after the number $1,006,000,000, insert:
(increased by $4,000,000 for transfers author-
ized by law; decreased by $4,000,000 from gen-
eral administrative expenses)

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, last
night we spent several hours debating
the tobacco rider in this bill. As I ex-
plained last night, this rider defunds
the VA lawsuit against the tobacco in-
dustry. I offered an amendment last
night that would have allowed the VA
to use funds from the VA medical care
account to pay for the lawsuit. In op-
posing my amendment, I heard Member
after Member say that they were not
opposed to VA’s tobacco litigation,
rather they were just opposed to the
source of funding.

My amendment today addresses this
point. It lets VA fund the litigation
from its general operating expenses,
such as salaries and travel, not the
medical care account.

Let me just quickly review the situa-
tion. In 1998, Congress voted to stop
cash payments to veterans suffering
from tobacco-related illnesses. As part
of the Transportation Equity Account,
Congress decided these payments could
be better used paying for highway
projects than to support our veterans.
This was a bitter blow to our veterans.
To lessen the impact on veterans, Con-
gress told the VA and the Department

of Justice to sue the tobacco industry.
We promised that we would support
this litigation and that if any funds
were recovered, we would devote them
to paying for medical care for veterans.

Now, we were very clear when Con-
gress voted to take away the cash pay-
ments to veterans for tobacco-related
illness. We promised veterans we would
help them recover from the cigarette
manufacturers the costs of treating to-
bacco-related illnesses.

The administration did what we
asked them to do in 1998. The VA and
the Justice Department filed a suit to
recover the medical expenses incurred
by the Veterans Administration in
treating tobacco-related illnesses. And
under the legal provisions they are
using, the Medical Care Recovery Act,
all the money recovered will go back to
the Veterans Administration, just as
Congress urged.

This amendment that I am now offer-
ing, I think, meets the objections that
were raised last night. The funds will
not be transferred out of the VA med-
ical account, even as we tried to limit
it last night from that VA medical ac-
count for legal and administrative ex-
penses. Instead, it will come from the
operational funds from the Veterans
Administration as well.

I know that the chairman of the ap-
propriations subcommittee thought
this was unnecessary, because he
thought the Veterans Administration
had the authority to do this, but we
want to make it very clear that those
funds will be available for this lawsuit;
and I think we are addressing the main
argument that I heard last night that
our amendment was objectionable, be-
cause it took funding from medical
care for veterans.

I hope that this amendment will be
acceptable to the majority, and I would
hope that they would agree with us and
allow us to pass this amendment and to
permit the lawsuits to be funded that I
think will have enormous benefits for
the veterans and for the taxpayers of
this country. On that basis, I ask your
support for the amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we had some discus-
sion on this yesterday, about 31⁄2 hours’
or 4 hours’ worth; and we tried to make
the point over and over that veterans’
medical care funds were sacrosanct.

b 1800

We were not going to those precious
funds to be used for anything other
than what they were intended.

So when the gentleman came back
with an amendment that talked about
using administrative funds, I have no
objection to that amendment. We be-
lieve the amendment is superfluous. It
really accomplishes nothing. The
amendment really is not necessary. We
made that point again and again, that
it is the medical care funds that we
were protecting in the bill.

Our language specifically denotes
medical funds shall not be used. All

other funds within the bill are open
and available. There was no prohibi-
tion, no restrictive language on any of
those other 17 areas of funding.

So the gentleman’s amendment
makes administrative funds available
for the Justice Department lawsuit. We
believe in effect they already are. The
practical upshot of this is the Veterans
Administration will have to come back
to the Congress and ask for a re-
programming of these funds, and I
would have no objection to that.

So, for those reasons, this side is pre-
pared to accept the gentleman’s
amendment.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I do not rise to be ar-
gumentative, and I am very grateful
that the chairman has accepted the
very wise amendment of the gentleman
from California (Mr. WAXMAN), and I do
want to add my support to it.

Mr. Chairman, let me also acknowl-
edge that I wish to briefly comment on
the previous amendment that was of-
fered en bloc by the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. GUTIERREZ), the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. NEY), the gentleman
from California (Mr. FILNER), and I be-
lieve the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
TANCREDO), to offer my opposition to
the expenditures of funds on the
amendment that would take monies
out of the human space flight and
other space programs, noting that
those programs have been particularly
efficient.

I comment on that particular amend-
ment because the debate has been in
this bill on the cutting of funds across
the board. I think that is what defeated
the Waxman amendment yesterday,
which was the thought we were taking
money out of the veterans health care.

I simply want to say this bill overall
is bad because it cuts everyone, and we
have enough money to be able to fund
these important programs under the
VA-HUD bill.

So I am hoping that we will have a
bill ultimately, though I applaud the
work of the committee, that will fund
the various programs as they should,
veterans health care, human space
flight, NASA science aeronautics and
technology, EPA programs and other
programs that my colleagues would de-
sire to support.

I support the Waxman amendment,
and I oppose the previous amendment
that was discussed.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate the gentlewoman’s support
and the willingness of the chairman of
the subcommittee to work out this
issue so that we have this amendment
before us today. I just want to note for
the record that it is not my under-
standing that this will require a re-
programming of funds. We believe that
this amendment authorizes the use of
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those funds. That may have to be de-
termined later. I do want to note we
may have a disagreement on the con-
sequences.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. I yield
to the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, there is
some confusion about exactly how this
would come back. If it was in the budg-
et request, then it would be clearly not
subject to reprogramming. I will be
willing to work with the gentleman as
we go down the road on this issue. But,
as I said, I have no objection to the
gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, to-
bacco use kills 430,000 people a year. That’s
more than the number who die from murder,
suicide, AIDS, alcohol and all illegal drugs
combined.

The number of people suffering from to-
bacco-related illnesses today is in the millions.
A great many of these deaths are attributable
to deliberate congressional action over the
years of subsidizing tobacco companies finan-
cially through farming, marketing and export.

The Congress gave support and credibility
to the public statements of tobacco companies
that smoking tobacco wasn’t harmful.

And perhaps the most culpable congres-
sional act was to include cigarettes in the
package of sea rations and authorized sup-
plies that we provided our soldiers, sailors and
airmen.

We encouraged our brave, strong, patriotic
servicemen to smoke cigarettes. We instructed
them to ‘‘light ’em if you had ’em’’—and of
course because we supplied them, most of
them had ’em.

And now those very same soldiers are now
paying the price of that official policy. They’re
suffering from emphysema, cancer of the
lungs, and the larynx, and the mouth and the
throat.

Well, the decades of deliberate deceit by
the tobacco companies has finally been ex-
posed.

But they’ve already made their millions sell-
ing cigarettes to the military, they’ve made
their billions selling to the American public and
they’re still making billions marketing an instru-
ment of death and suffering to the rest of the
world.

But what of our veterans who sacrificed
their lives to serve their country. Those strong,
brave soldiers are lying in homes and hos-
pitals, suffering ignominious suffering and
death. They’re paying the real price of cor-
porate deceit and congressional consent.

Why shouldn’t those tobacco companies at
least pay for some of the price of those trust-
ing soldiers’ health care?

This amendment says they should. We pro-
tect tobacco companies from the legal means
of making them responsible.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. WAXMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL CEMETERY ADMINISTRATION

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses for the mainte-
nance and operation of the National Ceme-
tery Administration, not otherwise provided

for, including uniforms or allowances there-
for; cemeterial expenses as authorized by
law; purchase of two passenger motor vehi-
cles for use in cemeterial operations; and
hire of passenger motor vehicles, $106,889,000:
Provided, That travel expenses shall not ex-
ceed $1,125,000: Provided further, That of the
amount made available under this heading,
not to exceed $125,000 may be transferred to
and merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Gen-
eral operating expenses’’.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended,
$46,464,000: Provided, That of the amount
made available under this heading, not to ex-
ceed $28,000 may be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘General
operating expenses’’.

CONSTRUCTION, MAJOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending and
improving any of the facilities under the ju-
risdiction or for the use of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, or for any of the purposes
set forth in sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103,
8106, 8108, 8109, 8110, and 8122 of title 38,
United States Code, including planning, ar-
chitectural and engineering services, main-
tenance or guarantee period services costs
associated with equipment guarantees pro-
vided under the project, services of claims
analysts, offsite utility and storm drainage
system construction costs, and site acquisi-
tion, where the estimated cost of a project is
$4,000,000 or more or where funds for a
project were made available in a previous
major project appropriation, $62,140,000, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That except for advance planning of projects
(including market-based assessments of
health care needs which may or may not lead
to capital investments) funded through the
advance planning fund and the design of
projects funded through the design fund,
none of these funds shall be used for any
project which has not been considered and
approved by the Congress in the budgetary
process: Provided further, That funds provided
in this appropriation for fiscal year 2001, for
each approved project, shall be obligated: (1)
by the awarding of a construction documents
contract by September 30, 2001; and (2) by the
awarding of a construction contract by Sep-
tember 30, 2002: Provided further, That the
Secretary shall promptly report in writing
to the Committees on Appropriations any
approved major construction project in
which obligations are not incurred within
the time limitations established above: Pro-
vided further, That no funds from any other
account except the ‘‘Parking revolving
fund’’, may be obligated for constructing, al-
tering, extending, or improving a project
which was approved in the budget process
and funded in this account until 1 year after
substantial completion and beneficial occu-
pancy by the Department of Veterans Affairs
of the project or any part thereof with re-
spect to that part only.

CONSTRUCTION, MINOR PROJECTS

For constructing, altering, extending, and
improving any of the facilities under the ju-
risdiction or for the use of the Department of
Veterans Affairs, including planning, archi-
tectural and engineering services, mainte-
nance or guarantee period services costs as-
sociated with equipment guarantees pro-
vided under the project, services of claims
analysts, offsite utility and storm drainage
system construction costs, and site acquisi-
tion, or for any of the purposes set forth in
sections 316, 2404, 2406, 8102, 8103, 8106, 8108,
8109, 8110, 8122, and 8162 of title 38, United
States Code, where the estimated cost of a

project is less than $4,000,000, $100,000,000, to
remain available until expended, along with
unobligated balances of previous ‘‘Construc-
tion, minor projects’’ appropriations which
are hereby made available for any project
where the estimated cost is less than
$4,000,000: Provided, That funds in this ac-
count shall be available for: (1) repairs to
any of the nonmedical facilities under the
jurisdiction or for the use of the department
which are necessary because of loss or dam-
age caused by any natural disaster or catas-
trophe; and (2) temporary measures nec-
essary to prevent or to minimize further loss
by such causes.

PARKING REVOLVING FUND

For the parking revolving fund as author-
ized by 38 U.S.C. 8109, income from fees col-
lected, to remain available until expended,
which shall be available for all authorized
expenses.

GRANTS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF STATE
EXTENDED CARE FACILITIES

For grants to assist States to acquire or
construct State nursing home and domi-
ciliary facilities and to remodel, modify or
alter existing hospital, nursing home and
domiciliary facilities in State homes, for fur-
nishing care to veterans as authorized by 38
U.S.C. 8131–8137, $60,000,000, to remain avail-
able until expended.

GRANTS FOR THE CONSTRUCTION OF STATE
VETERANS CEMETERIES

For grants to aid States in establishing,
expanding, or improving State veterans
cemeteries as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 2408,
$25,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

SEC. 101. Any appropriation for fiscal year
2001 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’, ‘‘Re-
adjustment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans insur-
ance and indemnities’’ may be transferred to
any other of the mentioned appropriations.

SEC. 102. Appropriations available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 2001 for salaries and expenses shall be
available for services authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109.

SEC. 103. No appropriations in this Act for
the Department of Veterans Affairs (except
the appropriations for ‘‘Construction, major
projects’’, ‘‘Construction, minor projects’’,
and the ‘‘Parking revolving fund’’) shall be
available for the purchase of any site for or
toward the construction of any new hospital
or home.

SEC. 104. No appropriations in this Act for
the Department of Veterans Affairs shall be
available for hospitalization or examination
of any persons (except beneficiaries entitled
under the laws bestowing such benefits to
veterans, and persons receiving such treat-
ment under 5 U.S.C. 7901–7904 or 42 U.S.C.
5141–5204), unless reimbursement of cost is
made to the ‘‘Medical care’’ account at such
rates as may be fixed by the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs.

SEC. 105. Appropriations available to the
Department of Veterans Affairs for fiscal
year 2001 for ‘‘Compensation and pensions’’,
‘‘Readjustment benefits’’, and ‘‘Veterans in-
surance and indemnities’’ shall be available
for payment of prior year accrued obliga-
tions required to be recorded by law against
the corresponding prior year accounts within
the last quarter of fiscal year 2000.

SEC. 106. Appropriations accounts available
to the Department of Veterans Affairs for
fiscal year 2001 shall be available to pay
prior year obligations of corresponding prior
year appropriations accounts resulting from
title X of the Competitive Equality Banking
Act, Public Law 100–86, except that if such
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obligations are from trust fund accounts
they shall be payable from ‘‘Compensation
and pensions’’.

SEC. 107. Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, during fiscal year 2001, the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs shall, from the
National Service Life Insurance Fund (38
U.S.C. 1920), the Veterans’ Special Life Insur-
ance Fund (38 U.S.C. 1923), and the United
States Government Life Insurance Fund (38
U.S.C. 1955), reimburse the ‘‘General oper-
ating expenses’’ account for the cost of ad-
ministration of the insurance programs fi-
nanced through those accounts: Provided,
That reimbursement shall be made only from
the surplus earnings accumulated in an in-
surance program in fiscal year 2001, that are
available for dividends in that program after
claims have been paid and actuarially deter-
mined reserves have been set aside: Provided
further, That if the cost of administration of
an insurance program exceeds the amount of
surplus earnings accumulated in that pro-
gram, reimbursement shall be made only to
the extent of such surplus earnings: Provided
further, That the Secretary shall determine
the cost of administration for fiscal year
2001, which is properly allocable to the provi-
sion of each insurance program and to the
provision of any total disability income in-
surance included in such insurance program.

SEC. 108. (a) Notwithstanding sections
1710B(e)(2) and 1729B(b) of title 38 United
States Code, and any other provision of law,
any amount received or collected by the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs during fiscal
year 2001 under any of the following provi-
sions of law shall be deposited in the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Care Fund,
to be available in accordance with section
1829A(c) of title 38 United States Code:

(1) Section 1710B of title 38 United States
Code.

(2) Section 1722A(b) of title 38 United
States Code.

(3) Section 8165(a) of title 38 United States
Code.

(4) Section 113 of the Veterans Millennium
Health Care and Benefits Act (Public Law
106–117; of title 38 United States Code.

(b) Provisions of law referred to in sub-
section (a) shall be treated as provisions of
law referred to in subsection (b) of section
1729A of of title 38 United States Code, for
purposes of subsections (d), (e), and (f) of
that section during fiscal year 2001.

SEC. 109. In accordance with section 1557 of
title 31, United States Code, the following
obligated balance shall be exempt from sub-
chapter IV of chapter 15 of such title and
shall remain available for expenditure until
September 30, 2003: funds obligated by the
Department of Veterans Affairs for a con-
tract with the Institute for Clinical Research
to study the application of artificial neural
networks to the diagnosis and treatment of
prostate cancer through the Cooperative
DoD/VA Medical Research program from
funds made available to the Department of
Veterans Affairs by the Department of De-
fense Appropriations Act, 1995 (Public Law
103–335) under the heading ‘‘Research, Devel-
opment, Test and Evaluation, Defense-
Wide’’.

SEC. 110. As HR LINK$ will not be part of
the Franchise Fund in fiscal year 2001, funds
budgeted in customer accounts to purchase
HR LINK$ services from the Franchise Fund
shall be transferred to the General Adminis-
tration portion of the ‘‘General operating ex-
penses’’ appropriation in the following
amounts: $78,000 from the ‘‘Office of Inspec-
tor General’’, $358,000 from the ‘‘National
cemetery administration’’, $1,106,000 from
‘‘Medical care’’, $84,000 from ‘‘Medical ad-
ministration and miscellaneous operating
expenses’’, and $38,000 shall be reprogrammed
within the ‘‘General operating expenses’’ ap-

propriation from the Veterans Benefits Ad-
ministration to General Administration for
the same purpose.

SEC. 111. Not to exceed $1,600,000 from the
‘‘Medical care’’ appropriation shall be trans-
ferred to the ‘‘General operating expenses’’
appropriation to fund personnel services
costs of employees providing legal services
and administrative support for the Office of
General Counsel.

SEC. 112. Section 9305 of Public Law 105–33,
The Balanced Budget Act of 1997, is repealed.

SEC. 113. None of the funds in this Act may
be used to procure information technology
systems, engage in new initiatives, or imple-
ment a policy affecting total procurement
costs over $2,000,000 in non-medical resources
and $4,000,000 in medical resources without
the approval of the Department of Veterans
Affairs Capital Investment Board.

VACATING REQUEST FOR RECORDED VOTE ON
AMENDMENTS OFFERED BY MR. WALSH

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the request for
a recorded vote on the amendments of-
fered by myself be vacated, to the end
that the voice vote thereon be taken de
novo.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the amendments offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

The amendments were agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE II—DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
PUBLIC AND INDIAN HOUSING

HOUSING CERTIFICATE FUND (HCF)
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For activities and assistance to prevent
the involuntary displacement of low-income
families, the elderly and the disabled be-
cause of the loss of affordable housing stock,
expiration of subsidy contracts (other than
contracts for which amounts are provided
under another heading in this Act) or expira-
tion of use restrictions, or other changes in
housing assistance arrangements, and for
other purposes, $13,275,388,459 and amounts
that are recaptured in this account and re-
captured under the appropriation for ‘‘An-
nual contributions for assisted housing’’, to
remain available until expended: Provided,
That of the total amount provided under this
heading, $9,075,388,459 and the aforemen-
tioned recaptures shall be available on Octo-
ber 1, 2000, and $4,200,000,000 shall be avail-
able on October 1, 2001, shall be for assist-
ance under the United States Housing Act of
1937 (‘‘the Act’’ herein) (42 U.S.C. 1437): Pro-
vided further, That of the total amount avail-
able for use in connection with expiring or
terminating section 8 subsidy contracts, up
to $37,000,000 shall be available for assistance
under subtitle F of title IV of the Stewart B.
McKinney Homeless Assistance Act for use
in connection with the renewal of contracts,
which contracts may be renewed non-
competitively and for one-year terms, in ad-
dition to amounts otherwise available for
such renewals: Provided further, That the
foregoing amounts be for use in connection
with expiring or terminating section 8 sub-
sidy contracts, for amendments to section 8
subsidy contracts, for enhanced vouchers (in-
cluding amendments and renewals) under
any provision of law authorizing such assist-
ance under section 8(t) of the Act (47 U.S.C.
1437f(t)), and contracts entered into pursuant
to section 441 and, for terms of one year, sec-

tion 473 of the Stewart B. McKinney Home-
less Assistance Act: Provided further, That
amounts available under the first proviso
under this heading shall be available for sec-
tion 8 rental assistance under the Act: (1)
pursuant to section 24 of the Act or to other
authority for the revitalization of severely
distressed public housing, as set forth in the
Appropriations Acts for the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies for fis-
cal years 1993, 1994, 1995, and 1997, and in the
Omnibus Consolidated Rescissions and Ap-
propriations Act of 1996; (2) for the conver-
sion of section 23 projects to assistance
under section 8; (3) for funds to carry out the
family unification program; (4) for the relo-
cation of witnesses in connection with ef-
forts to combat crime in public and assisted
housing pursuant to a request from a law en-
forcement or prosecution agency; (5) for ten-
ant protection assistance, including replace-
ment and relocation assistance; (6) for re-
newal of assistance under the shelter plus
care program; and (7) for the renewal of sec-
tion 8 contracts for units in a project that is
subject to an approved plan of action under
the Emergency Low Income Housing Preser-
vation Act of 1987 or the Low-Income Hous-
ing Preservation and Resident Homeowner-
ship Act of 1990: Provided further, That of the
total amount provided under this heading,
up to $25,000,000 shall be made available to
nonelderly disabled families affected by the
designation of a public housing development
under section 7 of such Act, the establish-
ment of preferences in accordance with sec-
tion 651 of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1992 (42 U.S.C. 1361l), or the
restriction of occupancy to elderly families
in accordance with section 658 of such Act,
and to the extent the Secretary determines
that such amount is not needed to fund ap-
plications for such affected families, to other
nonelderly disabled families: Provided fur-
ther: That up to $192,000,000 from amounts
available under this heading shall be made
available for administrative fees and other
expenses to cover the cost of administering
rental assistance programs under section 8 of
the Act: Provided further, That the fee other-
wise authorized under section 8(q) of such
Act shall be determined in accordance with
section 8(q), as in effect immediately before
the enactment of the Quality Housing and
Work Responsibility Act of 1998: Provided fur-
ther, That of the total amount provided
under this heading up to $66,000,000 shall be
available for very low income families living
in properties constructed under the low-in-
come housing tax credit program as author-
ized, as long as the vouchers are awarded
within four months after the rule imple-
menting this program is finalized: Provided
further, That of the total amount provided
under this heading, up to $60,000,000 shall be
made available for incremental vouchers
under section 8 of the Act on a fair share
basis to those PHAs that have a 97 percent
occupancy rate: Provided further, That any
funds appropriated in the immediately pre-
ceding proviso that are not awarded by Feb-
ruary 1, 2001, shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for the ‘‘Pub-
lic housing capital fund’’: Provided further,
That the Secretary shall use up to $660,000 of
the amount provided under this heading for
monitoring public housing agencies that in-
crease payment standards under the author-
ity under section 8(o)(1)(E)(i) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437f(o)(1)(E)(i) and for conducting detailed
evaluations of the effects of using assistance
as authorized under section 8(o)(1)(E): Pro-
vided further, That $11,000,000 shall be trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund for the
development and maintenance of informa-
tion technology systems: Provided further,
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That amounts provided under this heading
shall be available for use for particular ac-
tivities described in any proviso under this
heading only to the extent that amounts
provided under this heading remain available
after amounts have been made available for
the activities under all other preceding pro-
visos under this heading in the full amounts
provided in such provisos; except that for
purposes of this proviso, the first, second,
and third provisos under this heading shall
be considered to be a single proviso: Provided
further, That of the balances remaining in
the HCF account, $275,388,459 shall be re-
scinded on or about September 30, 2001: Pro-
vided further, That any obligated balances of
contract authority that have been termi-
nated shall be canceled.
AMENDMENT NO. 38 OFFERED BY MR. MOLLOHAN

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

Amendment No. 38 offered by Mr. MOL-
LOHAN:

Page 23, strike the provisos that begin on
lines 6, 12, and 16.

Page 24, after line 19, insert the following:
For incremental vouchers under section 8

of the United States Housing Act of 1937,
$593,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That of the amount pro-
vided by this paragraph, $66,000,000 shall be
available for use in a housing production
program in connection with the low-income
housing tax credit program to assist very
low-income and extremely low-income fami-
lies.

Page 25, line 1, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$200,000,000)’’.

Page 25, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$127,000,000)’’.

Page 27, line 23, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$30,000,000)’’.

Page 29, line 24, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$43,000,000)’’.

Page 30, line 20, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$395,000,000)’’.

Page 35, line 16, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$215,000,000)’’.

Page 35, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

Page 36, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$80,000,000)’’.

Page 37, after line 5, insert the following
new item:

AMERICA’S PRIVATE INVESTMENT COMPANIES
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

For the cost of guaranteed loans under
the America’s Private Investment Compa-
nies Program, $37,000,000, to remain available
until September 30, 2003, of which not to ex-
ceed $1,000,000 shall be for administrative ex-
penses to carry out such a loan program, to
be transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation under this title for ‘‘Salaries and
Expenses’’: Provided, That such costs, includ-
ing the cost of modifying loans, shall be as
defined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974: Provided further, That
these funds are available to subsidize total
loan principal, any part of which is guaran-
teed, not to exceed $1,000,000,000.

Page 37, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$114,000,000)’’.

Page 37, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$90,000,000)’’.

Page 38, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$24,000,000)’’.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York reserves a point of
order.

The gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. MOLLOHAN) is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, this
bill unfortunately represents a series of
missed opportunities, and housing is
one of the areas in which those missed
opportunities are most severe. The
amendment I am offering proposes to
alleviate some of the most serious
shortfalls by adding just over $1.8 bil-
lion to the HUD title of the bill.

In saying the bill falls short of what
is needed, I mean no criticism of the
gentleman from New York (Chairman
WALSH) and others involved in putting
this bill together. They did the very
best they could with the resources
available to them. Indeed, the chair-
man and his staff have included some
useful and innovative provisions that
will do real good, such as the language
allowing increases in the payment
standard for Section 8 housing vouch-
ers in areas with tight rental markets
and high rents.

The basic problem for this bill is sim-
ply the majority party’s budget plan
provides insufficient resources for
overall domestic appropriations, main-
ly in order to focus on an agenda of tax
cuts targeted to the high end of the in-
come scale.

My amendment contains no offsets.
There really are not places in this bill
with excess funding that could be di-
verted to other purposes. I understand
my amendment is subject to a point of
order, and I will withdraw it at the ap-
propriate time. My purpose in offering
the amendment is simply to encourage
a debate about the levels of funding
that are necessary and appropriate for
housing programs.

Housing is an area where national
needs seem to be more acute, despite
the booming economy. Yes, more peo-
ple have jobs than before and incomes
are rising, but in many areas rents are
rising faster than incomes. People
working at modest wages are often
finding it harder and harder to keep a
roof over their family’s heads.

HUD’s latest report on housing condi-
tions tells us that there are 5.4 million
very low-income households with worst
case housing needs; that is, households
with incomes below 50 percent of the
local median who are paying more than
half of their income for rent and re-
ceiving no housing assistance whatso-
ever. The fastest growing segment of
that group is people working full time.

According to a recent survey of six
cities by the Conference of Mayors,
waiting times to get in public housing

average 19 months in most cities. Wait-
ing times for Section 8 vouchers aver-
ages 32 months. Officials in those cities
estimate that their housing assistance
programs serve just 27 percent of eligi-
ble households.

Considering that we are in a period of
strong economic growth and that the
Federal budget is in the best shape it
has been for decades, you might think
we would be taking steps to deal with
these housing problems. But, unfortu-
nately, the bill before us takes a step
backward in funding for housing and
community development.

Some of our colleagues may disagree
and insist that the bill really improves
several billions of dollars of spending
increases for HUD. Those increases are
largely illusionary, Mr. Chairman.
They reflect the fact that the sub-
committee found less unused budget
authority to rescind this year than
last, and that old, long-term Section 8
housing assistance contracts have been
expiring and now require new appro-
priations just to continue the old levels
of assistance. When you remove those
accounting factors, you find that es-
sentially all HUD programs in this bill
are either flat or decreased a bit. Now,
that makes no sense.

For example, the bill provides funds
for about 100,000 additional housing as-
sistance vouchers as proposed by the
administration to try to make at least
a small reduction in the number of
families with worst case housing needs.
That is what this amendment does, Mr.
Chairman. It provides funds for about
100,000 additional housing assistance
vouchers.

Vouchers alone, however, are not
enough. There is also a need for pro-
grams to help stimulate production of
low-income housing. Ultimately, we
may need some new programs in that
area. As an interim step, my amend-
ment puts a bit more money into those
housing production programs that are
in place, the home block grant for local
governments, the Section 202 and Sec-
tion 811 programs that finance develop-
ment of housing for low income elderly
and disabled people, and the Native
American Housing Block Grant, just
for example.

We should also remember the key
role played by public housing. My
amendment adds a bit for public hous-
ing capital grants to help chip away at
the $22 billion backlog in public hous-
ing modernization needs, and gives op-
erating grants a 4 percent increase to
help cover rising utility and payroll
costs. It provides a $100 million in-
crease for Community Development
Block Grants, instead of the $295 mil-
lion decrease in the bill. The amend-
ment also funds the administration’s
APIC initiative, as recently agreed to
by President Clinton and Speaker
HASTERT.

b 1815

Unfortunately, that agreement be-
tween the Speaker and President Clin-
ton is not funded.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. MOL-
LOHAN was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
increases in my amendment are fairly
modest. Most programs would still be
smaller than they were 6 years ago
after adjustment for inflation. Indeed,
several, such as housing for the elderly
and the disabled, and homeless assist-
ance, would remain below where they
were 6 years ago in actual dollar
amounts with no adjustment for infla-
tion or for anything else. There are
very real needs for modest expansion of
housing and community development
programs. We can and should do better
than the Subcommittee on VA, HUD
and Independent Agencies had the re-
sources to do in this bill. I very much
hope we will be able to do better by the
time this bill reaches the President’s
desk, and I know the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH) shares that
hope as well.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I want to congratu-

late the gentleman from West Virginia
for a most excellent statement. I would
like to talk about housing and put it in
the context of our national economy
and try to talk about it in human
terms.

We have had an absolutely wonderful
economic run for the past 7 or 8 years.
We have had unparalleled prosperity in
almost all regions of the country. But
unfortunately, there have been some
people who have been left behind by
that prosperity. Our economy is a dy-
namic capitalist economy, and we do
not want to do things that get in the
way of the entrepreneurial class being
able to make the investments and take
the risks that create progress in the
economy and create jobs and create an
even stronger economic tomorrow.

However, there are those in this soci-
ety who are either not as lucky or who
are not as innovative, or as aggressive
as others; there are lot of them who are
not as healthy as some of the big win-
ners in our society. So in any humane
society, what we try to do is to take
the rough edges off what would other-
wise be a Darwin capitalism and try to
make capitalism safe for human par-
ticipation. The way we do that is not
by stifling entrepreneurship; the way
we do that is by trying to recognize
that there are certain basics that hu-
mans need no matter how lucky they
are. One of them is a decent education,
another is protection from environ-
mental abuse and corruption, a third is
the right to decent health care when
they need it, and fourth is the need for
shelter.

Now, we have seen one thing in this
society which creates a lot of problems.

We have seen the gap between the very
wealthy and most others in this soci-
ety grow at an astronomical rate. We
see at this point that the wealthiest 1
percent of people in our society own
about 90 percent of society’s assets,
economic assets. The number 1 asset
which most families strive for is to
own a home so that they can begin to
build equity and get a piece of the
American dream. But very often, in
some of our own neighborhoods, the
very prosperity that is experienced by
some of our most fortunate citizens op-
erates to reduce the ability of some
segments of our society to even gain
decent shelter.

Example: in some neighborhoods, the
ability of those who have done very
well in our society, to be able to afford
to pay for anything they want, means
that they raise tremendously housing
costs in certain neighborhoods, they
drive whole groups of people out of
neighborhoods, and they make the
costs for those who stay much, much
higher. It is the job of government to
try to mitigate that. That is what this
bill is inadequate in doing.

The gentleman from West Virginia
has laid out in specific programmatic
terms what some of the problems are in
this bill. I would simply say that the
result of this bill failing to fully meet
its responsibilities in order to provide
additional very large tax cuts for those
at the top of the economic heap, the re-
sult is that we do not create the kind
of opportunity that we should for all
Americans to have at least the basics
in life.

Pope John Paul said many years ago
that there ought to be certain norms of
decency in determining who has how
much of economic goods in any society,
and I think that is a good way to put
it. We are not meeting those norms of
decency when we fail in our obligation
to assure decent housing for every
American, and this bill most certainly
falls short. I, for one, cannot support it
until it does.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. MOLLOHAN, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY was al-
lowed to proceed for 2 additional min-
utes.)

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. OBEY. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
just wanted to cite a statistic that I
actually did cite in my remarks to bol-
ster the gentleman’s argument, that in
this robust economy, that the housing
conditions in the HUD report recently
completed tells us that there are 5.4
million very low income households
with worst case scenarios, they are
called worst case households, that is
households with incomes below 50 per-
cent of the local medium who are pay-
ing more than half of their incomes for
housing needs and receiving no assist-
ance whatsoever. A great shortfall in
the Section 8 vouchers.

There is a great need out there, as
the gentleman is describing, and this
amendment, if we get the money, even-
tually, hopefully we can, the budget
resolution that was passed by the ma-
jority falls far short of that that would
be adequate to meet these basic hous-
ing needs.

So at the end of the day, we hope
that that money is available. However,
as of this point in time, the budget res-
olution supported by the majority
which supports tax reductions for high-
income individuals and no support for
those who are the most neediest in our
society for the most fundamental need,
which is housing, that this Nation
should be providing, rather than con-
sidering the tax cuts. The priorities of
the budget resolution are simply upside
down when they provide for tax cuts
for wealthy Americans and do not pro-
vide resources for the most needy in
our society.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I very much agree with the
gentleman.

I would close by saying just one
thing. We talk a lot in this Congress
and in this society about generational
inequities. One of the worst things we
do to the younger generation is to
make it harder for them to buy that
first house. I know that when I was
first married, my wife and I were able
to afford a house only because she
cashed in her teacher retirement fund.
We had the $900 that it took to get a
down payment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OBEY
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional
minute.)

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, there are
not very many young couples today
who can afford to buy a house for $900.
I can see it in many of the young cou-
ples who I talk to back home during
the weeks that I am back home, and I
can see their frustration when they
continually fall just short of being able
to afford a first home or when rising
interest rates put just out of reach that
home that so many people desire.

It is very clear when we look at some
of the sociological studies that one of
the key ingredients to having a stable
society and a society with a low crime
rate and a high work ethic is housing
ownership. People who own a stake in
this economic are quick to try to pro-
tect that economy and the society that
has made it possible. That is why I
would urge the majority to review
their decisions in this area.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman

from New York continues to reserve
his point of order.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words. I do insist on my point of order.
I would like to explain briefly on the
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merits of the point of order. First of
all, the expenditures that are suggested
are not offset, and that is, in the par-
lance around here, offset. The idea is
that if we offer expenditure changes
within the bill, we have to provide
funds to back them up, to transfer
funds from one account to another.
This amendment does not comply, and
it does not provide those funds.

There is also additional new author-
ization in the amendment. As the
Chairman knows, this is the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. The author-
izing committee, the Subcommittee on
Housing of the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services should pass
that legislation on to us and then we
appropriate the funds. This has not
been accomplished.

So for those reasons, I believe this
amendment is out of order.

On the issue of Section 8 housing
vouchers, I would just like to make a
couple of points. We have provided
$13.275 billion for Section 8 housing
vouchers, $4 billion above last year. No
matter how much money we provide,
the administration wants more. No
matter how much money our side is
willing to spend on any item, the other
side is always ready to spend more. But
these expenditures need to be based on
reality. Part of the reality here is that
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development has been provided billions
of dollars for housing vouchers for poor
people, and by the way, the Section 8
program initially was sponsored by
people on this side of the aisle. We
think it is a good program. As we re-
duce the amount of public housing, the
incremental vouchers take up the
slack, people go out and they find an
apartment, and the government helps
to subsidize the cost of that apartment
for people with low incomes. It works
pretty well if it is administered prop-
erly, but right now, Mr. Chairman, it is
not being administered properly. Mr.
Chairman, 247,000 vouchers that we ap-
propriated and provided for, that Con-
gress provided for have gone begging;
247,000 American families that need
those new commerce are not getting
them. My good friend and colleague
pointed out that HUD had a study that
there are millions of Americans that
need these vouchers, and yet, HUD is
not complying with the law. They are
not providing those individuals those
vouchers.

That is what we appropriate these
funds for. When those funds do not get
spent, what has happened in the past is
that the administration then comes
back and says, ‘‘Aha, we have money
laying around that did not get spent,
we will use that for other expendi-
tures.’’ So they use HUD as a bank to
come back and find money and then re-
distribute it somewhere else, so it
looks like they have helped poor peo-
ple, but, in fact, they have not. The ad-
ministration has taken that money and
used it for defense or for transpor-
tation or some other area of expendi-
ture. We do not think that is the right
way to proceed.

So we funded the section 8 vouchers
fully; and we have also said that those
funds, if there are any funds laying
around at the end that do not get
spent, and as history would show, that
is what will happen, we said, those
funds must also be used for an addi-
tional 10,000 vouchers. We think that is
what these funds were for.

So I would reserve my point of order
against the amendment and await the
ruling of the Chair.
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Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am standing to sup-
port the Mollohan amendment, and
having come from an area such as the
one I represent, many of the arguments
that I hear regarding housing I have to
refute many times because of my expe-
rience in working with low-income peo-
ple.

I think that our chairman and our
ranking member have done a very cred-
ible job, Mr. Chairman, at the level of
the subcommittee funding. But there
are numerous funding problems in the
bill which I have alluded to before.

The one that I have specific interest
in at this point is the lack of funding
to help the poorest of the poor people
obtain decent housing. I want Members
to look at this picture and put a face
on it, as I have to almost every day in
my district. That is, we are living in
the era of the greatest economic pros-
perity that this Nation has ever had,
but even this economic boom has cre-
ated a housing crisis for many Ameri-
cans.

Because of the population growth,
many of the problems we have heard
our very fair chairman, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) talk about
must be viewed from the point of view
of putting a face on this problem.

Let us look at vouchers. In terms of
these housing authorities having
enough vouchers, I think that the
chairman has a point there, but what
the chairman has not realized is that
many of the large urban areas like
Miami and some of the other areas can-
not get enough vouchers to meet the
need because some other areas have the
vouchers and are not using them. We
cannot get them to the people in Lib-
erty City as much as we should.

Whenever there is any kind of crisis
there, when the sewers run over and
when there is a crisis regarding hous-
ing, we cannot get the number of
vouchers that we need. We cannot get
them because they have utilized all
that they had.

The other thing is that we must real-
ize that there is a crisis in housing. We
are not just dealing with pious plati-
tudes here, we are dealing with real
live people who do not have housing.
There are over 5 million families who
pay more than half of their income in
housing.

We are told all the time, and we hear
this all the time, that housing assist-

ance is important to this affordability
problem. We believe that. But these in-
cremental vouchers are not what they
are cooked up to be.

First of all, when we hand a poor per-
son a voucher and tell them, look, go
and find someplace to live, that is not
as easy as it sounds here on this floor.
It is very, very difficult. There are
many people who I am hearing from
every day in my district. Some people
over on this aisle do not want any
more middle- and low-income people
coming to those areas. We have to fight
that. The other thing is, rental housing
is hard to find in some of these areas.

So I want Members to look at this
picture I am talking about because it
paints a new face on this problem of
vouchers. Vouchers work, but the aver-
age waiting period for a Section 8
voucher is about 2 years. There is a
backlog in the cities, the large urban
areas I have spoken about.

In virtually every urban area in this
country people making the minimum
wage cannot even afford a medium-
priced apartment rental. Housing
vouchers make that possible and they
do it by putting in private sector hous-
ing.

Yet, the bill fails to fund the Presi-
dent’s request for 120,000 additional in-
cremental housing vouchers. Despite
the claims, it is debatable whether or
not this bill would provide HUD with
any new vouchers to help our families
find safe, decent, and affordable hous-
ing. The bill as written claims to allow
HUD to provide up to 20,000 additional
vouchers, but we think this is just
funny math, Mr. Speaker, or what we
call creative accounting, because these
additional vouchers are only funded in
the bill through overly rosy and opti-
mistic estimates of recaptures of un-
used Section 8 funds.

HUD will only have these vouchers
available if the Department recaptures
more funds than the amount HUD
itself says can be recaptured. Accord-
ing to what I have learned, Mr. Speak-
er, HUD does not even expect these re-
captured funds to be available.

We would never treat rich people this
way. We can bet they get hard cash to
meet their needs. Yet poor families are
shunted aside with the promise that
they may even get a voucher, and it
may not pan out.

Refusing to provide these additional
incremental housing vouchers means
that families will have to continue to
live in substandard housing, housing
that is overrun by roaches and rats and
vermin. We can do better in this coun-
try. We are a very prosperous country.
I appeal to the committee to accept
the Mollohan amendment. It is a cred-
ible amendment.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment. Much has been said
and made about the housing vouchers,
and that our bill turns its back on
those most in need. However, it is not
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this bill but the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development itself
which has, through its own dinosaur-
like behavior, contributed to the very
housing crisis that some have ascribed
and attributed to Congress.

HUD has, by any admission through
our public hearings, been seen to be in-
credibly slow in awarding Section 8
vouchers. This results in the recapture
that the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH) alluded to of funds
because HUD does not spend them fast
enough on the programs for which they
were intended by Congress. The recap-
ture would be equivalent to about
237,000 vouchers, because they do not
spend down the money quickly enough.

With our tight budget allocation
today, it makes no sense to fund a rich-
er program that HUD has shown it sim-
ply cannot deliver. The Congressional
Budget Office has estimated the spend-
out rate at an extremely low 6 percent
to begin with. Now the spend-out rate
is projected by the CBO at an unbeliev-
ably low 1 percent.

This inefficiency is unacceptable;
even more unacceptable given the fact
that Secretary Cuomo has the use of
his community builders to expedite the
process and overcome bureaucratic
hurdles within this huge bureaucracy.

HUD’s policy should be, Mr. Chair-
man, to get the programs to the people
as soon as possible. We have the same
situation where fiscal year 1998 funds
did not reach the street until October
of 1999. Congress provided 50,000 vouch-
ers in fiscal year 1999 and 60,000 vouch-
ers in fiscal year 2000. We should not
double the amount of vouchers, as
some have suggested, when HUD does
not award the ones already in the pipe-
line.

The bill before us includes language,
thank goodness, to push HUD to do a
better job, to move this huge bureau-
cratic dinosaur to do the job for the
people who need public housing.

This bill also provides sufficient
money to renew all expiring Section 8
contracts at a 100 percent rate, and to
provide relocation assistance at the re-
quested funding level. HUD should ad-
minister the current programs with a
higher degree of efficiency before Con-
gress expands it.

I oppose the amendment and support
the bill, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the indul-
gence of the chairman of the sub-
committee, and I want to speak strong-
ly in support of the Mollohan amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, this appropriations
bill as it comes before us exemplifies a
very dangerous trend in America, and
we have been manifesting it in various
ways in this House.

We are at a time of great prosperity.
The free market system as it works in

this country with the cooperation of
many branches of government, of the
private sector, obviously, of labor
unions, that private sector is gener-
ating wealth at a rate unheard of in
human history.

That is a very good thing. A large
percentage of our population is living
in material terms better than we ever
thought such a large number of people
could live. But that very fact, as the
gentleman from Wisconsin and others,
the gentleman from Florida, have
pointed out, exacerbates the problem
for those among us, and they are in the
millions, who through no fault of their
own are not the beneficiaries of this
prosperity.

Alan Greenspan has acknowledged
that trade, globalization, helps some
Americans and hurts others, not be-
cause of their inherent worth or lack of
worth but because of where they were
placed in the economy.

So we have a situation where, in
many of the metropolitan areas in this
country, it has become more and more
expensive to live. That reflects the fact
that a large number of people who
want to live in those metropolitan
areas have more and more money, but
it also means that those who do not
have money, and they number in the
millions, the tens of millions, are dis-
advantaged.

In this bill, in other appropriations
bills, in immigration legislation, in tax
legislation, in public policy area after
public policy area we help the wealthy,
which is a good thing. That is part of
our job, to help people who are produc-
tive and are making wealth do better,
and we do that well; but we at the same
time turn our backs on people at the
low end.

People wondered, how come there
was such a debate over China trade?
Because there are so many economists
and financial sector people, that was
an easy one. Why is there resistance
among America’s historically generous
people to globalization?

Here is why, because when we have a
situation in which the rich get richer
and the poor and working class gets
poorer, that is a problem. It is not sim-
ply that the rich are getting richer and
the poor are not getting richer at the
same pace. We are talking about real
drops in people’s incomes if they are in
basic manufacturing. We are talking
about people living in cities for whom
housing prices have gone out of sight,
who have to move out of areas where
they already live, who cannot find de-
cent housing, who find housing only if
they have to pay far too much money.

Mr. Chairman, it is not simply hous-
ing. We have had a big debate on Sec-
tion 8s. I agree there are Section 8s
that do not get used. I will tell the
Members why in the area I represent,
because we do not put enough money
into the Section 8s. Housing rents have
outpaced the fair market rents that we
pay, so we make it worse when we cut
the budget, when we begrudge rel-
atively small amounts of the vast re-

sources this country has for low-in-
come people.

They say it is because it is not ad-
ministered well. What about commu-
nity development block grants? The
community development block grant
program is a Nixon program whereby
the Federal government simply passes
through money to cities and to States
and they are allowed to spend it within
a broad range of flexibility.

What have they done? They have cut
it. This budget cuts community devel-
opment block grants, a program on
which HUD simply serves as a pass-
through to local communities.

A few years ago Congress changed
under the Republican rule the way pub-
lic housing is governed. We were told
they have really fixed it up. Why, then,
is the public housing capital fund un-
derfunded? Why then are the people
who live in public housing, who live in
an area now where they say they have
improved the administration, are they
given less money than they need sig-
nificantly, less money than they got
last year for the physical repair of pub-
lic housing?

Part of what is going on is that we
know, some of my friends on this side
will privately acknowledge, this is not
a real budget. They understand that
this is too little. What they are saying
is, let us get this budget through, this
appropriations bill, and let it go over
to the Senate, and let us get into nego-
tiations with the President. Then the
real budget will emerge.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed
for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. In
other words, to the Members of this
House, do not expect to make the real
decisions. Pass through a budget, an
appropriations bill, that we know is in-
adequate, that we know denies to the
very needy people important pro-
grammatic resources, many of which
are well spent.

We talk about the Section 8 problem
being terrible, but the previous speak-
er, the gentleman from New Jersey,
correctly pointed out that one of the
things we have done is to spend money
to preserve the existing Section 8 ten-
ancies. Why are we preserving them?
Overwhelmingly, we do that because
the people who live in those units
which were created by Federal funds
are so fond of their housing that they
put pressure on Members of Congress,
so Members of Congress who voted
against the program, who voted
against funding the programs, vote to
keep the programs going so people can
continue to live there.

We have housing programs that are
not perfect, but they do a very impor-
tant job of trying to alleviate the se-
vere economic distress of tens of mil-
lions of our citizens who are not par-
ticipating in the general prosperity.
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When we bring forward a bill that say

we will do less of that this year in real
terms than last year in the face of this
great prosperity, we are not serving
the basic values of the country. So I
hope the amendment is adopted.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I will ask for a col-
loquy with the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), the distinguished
chair of our subcommittee.

Mr. Chairman, as the chairman
knows, I have an ongoing concern re-
garding the adequacy of HUD’s pro-
grams for providing housing for the
mentally ill. This year the committee
is recommending level funding at $201
million for the Section 8–11 disabled
housing program, and this is $9 million
below the administration’s request.
These funds provide housing for both
mentally and physically disabled peo-
ple.

The administration’s request esti-
mated that 5,454 new housing units for
the disabled would be available with
this increase in funds. Would the chair-
man kindly tell me how many new
units of housing for the disabled would
be available under the committee bill?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the gentlewoman for offering
this colloquy and for her service on the
subcommittee. She does a great job. I
am sorry I missed my cue there, but I
think I am back in form.
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According to HUD, the bill provides
sufficient funds for 3,321 new units,
which, according to HUD’s estimates,
is a reduction of 200,133 units.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, as I
know the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH) is aware, appro-
priate housing and services for the dis-
abled can vary widely. In the case of
some mentally disabled individuals,
their needs may simply be a home
where they can feel safe without any
special physical adaptations. But for
those with severe physical disabilities,
a home might require significant phys-
ical accommodations. The administra-
tion’s justification for section 811 funds
is unfortunately silent on how this
continuum of care for the disabled is
and will be met.

Will the gentleman from New York
(Chairman WALSH) agree to assist me
in assessing how well HUD is pro-
gressing in achieving the goal of pro-
viding adequate and appropriate hous-
ing for all of America’s disabled popu-
lations?

Mr. WALSH. Certainly, Mr. Chair-
man. As the gentlewoman from Ohio
knows, the gentleman from New Jersey

(Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN) has been a very
active advocate for the housing needs
of the disabled population, and I have
worked very well with him in the past
on this issue, and I am pleased to have
the participation and support as well of
the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAP-
TUR).

Ms. KAPTUR. My impression, Mr.
Chairman, is that the disabled are cur-
rently underserved by section 811, and I
am sure that the gentleman from New
York would agree with me that we are
not currently meeting the housing
needs of the disabled. I further ask the
gentleman from New York (Chairman
WALSH) to work with me as we go to
conference to improve the overall level
funding for section 811.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, the con-
cerns of the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR) are quite valid, and they
deserve our attention. I will certainly
do my best as this bill goes through the
appropriations process.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Chair-
man WALSH) very much for his leader-
ship on this issue and so many others.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I come to the floor to
certainly join my colleagues, and I do
appreciate the work of this committee;
and I think it has been stated earlier
the frustration in which we are oper-
ating because, in contrast to what the
appropriators have had to work with,
we have an enormously booming econ-
omy.

So this amendment of the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) is
one that really should garner all of our
support. Unfortunately, it is subject to
a point of order; and, frankly, it should
not be because we are in one of the
most prosperous times that we could
ever be in in both the last century and
in this century.

I would venture to say, if we took
some of the most prosperous cities in
America, we would still find individ-
uals who are unhoused, who are in
housing that is unacceptable, who are
homeless and are in need of the funds
particularly utilized in programs of
HUD.

HUD is one of the larger agencies,
and it has one of the largest cuts in
this appropriations process. Although
my colleagues have supported the FHA
loans, which certainly are meritorious,
and the renewal of existing section 8A
subsidies, my colleagues, however, on
this appropriation on this sub-
committee has provided less money for
the housing programs than we have
seen over the years.

I believe that it is time that we ac-
knowledge the prosperity and to func-
tion with that. We do not have funding
for empowerment zones. We do not
have funding for new markets. We do

not have funding for APIC. The section
8 that we do fund can afford to have
more dollars. The good news is that
section 8 vouchers can be utilized for
buying housing.

What greater opportunity for those
who are working and have less opportu-
nities for them to take the dollars that
were used previously for rental sub-
sidies to be able to buy a home.

But if we continue to cut and under-
mine the housing subsidies that are
given through the Federal Govern-
ment, then we continue to emphasize
that those who cannot meet the mar-
ket cannot buy in the market because
their income does not allow them to do
so, a continuously increasing market,
then we will not provide for them; they
just do not get housing.

I believe inadequate housing is indic-
ative of many things: dysfunctional
families, children moving from place to
place, children not having a home
school, if you will, a school that they
go to on a regular basis because they
are living with relatives because their
family members cannot afford decent
housing.

I do not believe that, in this most
prosperous time, that we commend
ourselves well as a body that has a re-
sponsibility for funding programs that
help the least of those if we do not pro-
vide the adequate funding.

The billion-dollar amendment that
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) offers that spreads out
through a variety of HUD programs an-
swers the needs that we have and par-
ticularly the needs of those who are
not housed.

A recent study on housing needs
found that more than 5.3 million low-
income families do not receive any
Federal housing assistance at all. We
must ensure that these families receive
the help that they need, and mostly be-
cause they are low-income working
families and they do not meet the sta-
tus or the standards or there is not
enough money to assist them.

We can only do that if funding meets
that need. By funding HUD by less than
8 percent than the President requested,
we cannot possibly accomplish this
goal. But more importantly, even if we
underfund what the President has
asked for, we are underfunding this
agency in great amounts, generally
speaking, because there are large num-
bers of people who are still on waiting
lists for public housing assistance and
for section 8 certificates and for elderly
housing.

So I would commend the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN) for
realizing that, in prosperity, we must
always do more; we must accept the
question or answer the question, can
we do more. Yes we can. We can do
more with the housing that most of the
people in America would support when
they find that people cannot get the
housing that they need.

I am disappointed that we have not
gone the extra mile. I would think that
those who are in need would likewise
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challenge us to do more than we have
done. Our elderly, our people who are
unhoused, our people who do not have a
sufficient amount of housing would ask
us to object or eliminate the point of
order and support the Mollohan amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to oppose H.R.
4635, the VA-HUD-Independent Agencies Ap-
propriations for FY 2001. Although this legisla-
tion retains our commitment to the American
people in some areas like NASA, it falls far
short of an appropriations measure that the
American people expect from the 106th Con-
gress. Accordingly, the President would veto
the bill in its current form.

The measure increases spending for VA
programs (6 percent more than the current
level), NASA (1 percent more) and NSF (4
percent more), but it cuts EPA, FEMA and
other vital programs. This bill is lacking in
basic funding needs that are critical to the
American people.

The President’s FY 2001 Budget is based
on a sound approach that maintains fiscal dis-
cipline, eliminates the national debt, extends
the solvency of Social Security and Medicare,
provides for an appropriately sized tax cut, es-
tablishes a new voluntary Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit, and funds critical priorities
for our future.

H.R. 4635 severely reduces our ability to
address basic issues like poverty and the
shortage of affordable housing and under-
mines investments in our communities. The
elimination of funding for the Americorps pro-
gram would deny over million young and im-
pressionable Americans the opportunity to pro-
vide community services and become better
citizens as participants in the Corporations’
Americorps (62,000 participants) and Learn
and Serve (1 million participants) programs.
Nevertheless, we are living in unprecedented
times of economic growth in America. Mr.
Speaker, we cannot squander this historic op-
portunity to invest in America’s future; the VA-
HUD Appropriations measure risks doing just
that.

I am very disappointed that the legislation
increases spending for merely two HUD pro-
grams—FHA loans and renewal of existing
section 8 rental subsidies—while providing
less than even the current level for other HUD
activities. Utilizing advance appropriations next
year’s budget and various gimmicks to give
the impression that there isn’t enough money
to fund basic priorities is inconsistent with the
needs of the American people. The reality is
that we have a historic opportunity to continue
paying down the debt while passing an appro-
priations measure that adequately meets the
needs of those that have been left behind in
the New Economy.

A recent study on housing needs found that
more than 5.3 million low-income families do
not receive any federal housing assistance at
all. We must ensure that these families re-
ceive the help they need, and we can only do
that if funding meets that need. By funding
HUD by less than 8 percent than the Presi-
dent requested, we cannot possibly accom-
plish this goal.

Economic growth has done little to solve the
housing problem in America. During the early
part of the 1980s, the United States faced a
slowing economy and worsening housing af-
fordability. Even in the 1990s, the economy
grew at a healthy pace; yet housing afford-

ability for the poor continued to deteriorate.
Today, housing needs are so acute that they
are painfully visible in the neighborhoods of
every major city in the United States, as the
homeless have become a persistent part of
our daily lives.

Although no requests for specific requests in
congressional districts are permitted under the
rule, we should recognize that the housing
shortage in America continues unabated.

I have requested $35 million for the Sup-
portive Housing Project for rental assistance to
low-income families in Houston; $2 million for
the Single Room Occupancy program which
provides homeless persons in Houston with a
private room to reside in, as well supportive
services for health care, mental health; and
job training; and $300 million for the Housing
Opportunities for Persons with AIDS program
that provides states and localities with re-
sources and incentives to devise long-term,
comprehensive strategies for meeting the
home needs of persons with AIDS and their
families.

We cannot afford to forget those in our soci-
ety who are not reaping the rewards of this
economic boom. Housing is a critical compo-
nent of keeping America’s families first.

Compared to current levels, the bill de-
creases funding for public housing moderniza-
tion (3 percent), revitalizing severely dis-
tressed public housing (2 percent), drug elimi-
nation grants (3 percent), the CDBG program
(6 percent), ‘‘brownfields’’ redevelopment (20
percent), and the HOME program (1 percent).

Moreover, the measures provides no fund-
ing for urban and rural empowerment zones,
welfare-to-work vouchers, the Moving to Work
program or communities in schools. What are
we saying here today as a collective body?
Are we saying we don’t care about those in
poverty-stricken areas? Should we ignore the
hopes and fulfillment of dreams that the em-
powerment zones have shown in certain
areas? We can and we should do better, Mr.
Speaker.

I am also disappointed that this measure
would prohibit the Veterans Administration
from transferring any medical care funding to
the Justice Department for use in the govern-
ment’s lawsuit against tobacco companies.
This is merely a partisan tactic to distract de-
bate from how to spend the federal budget to
ongoing litigation by the Department of Jus-
tice, which has nothing to do with the under-
lying measure. Such riders make little sense
and frustrate the goal of funding critical pro-
grams for our future.

Despite the shortcomings of this bill, there
are some commitments that have been se-
cured and need to be preserved. Our ability to
reach the stars is an important priority, which
will ensure that America remains the pre-
eminent country for space exploration. Last
year, NASA’s budget was needlessly cut and
I support every effort to increase funding dur-
ing the FY 2001 appropriation process. Al-
though this measure is destined to be vetoed
in its current form, I believe the $13.7 billion
appropriation, $322 million (2%) less than re-
quested by the administration, could have
been even more generous.

The measure provides $2.1 billion for con-
tinued development of the international space
station, and $3.2 billion for space shuttle oper-
ations. We need to devote additional per-
sonnel at NASA’s Human Flight Centers to en-
sure that the high skill and staffing levels are

in place to operate the Space Shuttle safely
and to launch, as well as assemble the Inter-
national Space Station.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud the Johnson Space
Center and its many accomplishments, and I
promise to remain a vocal supporter of NASA
and its creative programs. NASA has had a
brilliant 40 years, and I see no reason why it
could not have another 40 successful years. It
has made a tremendous impact on the busi-
ness and residential communities of the 18th
Congressional District of Texas, and the rest
of the nation.

In closing, I hope my colleagues will vote
against this legislation so that we can get back
to work on a bill that invests in America’s fu-
ture, especially to strengthen our resolve to
make affordable housing a reality across
America.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I favor very much the
amendment of the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN). I hope
it passes. But, Mr. Chairman, the VA-
HUD appropriations bill that we are
considering is really seriously under-
funded. It is underfunding so many
housing programs which is so vital to
so many people in our country and
many in my own Commonwealth of
Massachusetts.

In this time of economic prosperity,
it is important to remember where
many people who are still struggling to
get by every day, what is going to hap-
pen to those people and those who need
the housing programs to put a roof
over their heads.

Mr. Chairman, not everyone in this
Nation is so lucky to own dot-com
stocks. Not every family has seen the
tremendous financial windfall that the
Nation’s booming economy has cre-
ated.

This bill severely cuts housing pro-
grams by $2.5 billion less than Presi-
dent Clinton’s requested amount. Near-
ly every program in HUD’s budget is
cut from the President’s request.

I just cannot figure out why my Re-
publican colleagues would not choose
to fully fund affordable housing, which
is so crucial to so many people in our
country. Contrary to the belief of some
of my colleagues, the HUD budget is
not increased. In fact, this year’s VA-
HUD appropriations bill turns its back
on the need for affordable housing.
While the administration has requested
120,000 new section 8 vouchers, this bill
does not include a single new voucher.

Community Development Block
Grants, which are used to rebuild hous-
ing, improve infrastructure, and pro-
vide job training, among other things,
are cut by almost $300 million.

Mr. Chairman, this bill cuts the
HOME program, which helps local gov-
ernments expand low-income housing,
resulting in nearly 2,500 fewer house-
holds receiving critical assistance.

This bill provides no new funds for el-
derly housing, for homeless assistance
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grants, for Native American block
grants. Mr. Chairman, it cuts housing
opportunities for people with AIDS to
the extent of 5,100 fewer people with
HIV/AIDS will not receive housing as-
sistance.

Mr. Chairman, this bill also cuts $60
million in Hope 6 funds which are used
to revitalize severely distressed public
housing.

This bill has a devastating effect on
my own congressional district as well.
In Boston, overall funding from HUD
would be cut by $16.1 million. In Bos-
ton, these cuts would mean we would
not be able to provide English language
to GED instruction, youth program-
ming and after-school care to more
than 1,300 children and adults.

Under this bill, Boston would be
forced to turn away 3,000 potential
first-time homeowners from the home
buying classes. My city would also
have to scale back its main street pro-
grams which develop neighborhood
business districts.

Mr. Chairman, these are real pro-
grams. They help real people across
this entire country as they strive to
live with dignity. But today this Con-
gress is going to cut those programs.
Why? Because, Mr. Chairman, my Re-
publican colleagues are so committed
to providing tax relief for the wealthy
Americans on the backs of those who
literally need the programs to survive.

I hope the amendment is adopted, but
I hope the bill is defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I am moved sitting
here to think I am living in la la land
somewhere. May I please ask the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH),
chairman of this subcommittee, where
is he from?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. I yield to
the gentleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I am
from the State of New York.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, is the gentleman from a city in
the State of New York?

I yield to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. WALSH. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I
was city council president in the city
of Syracuse, and I served on the city
council for 8 years.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, that is what I thought. I ask the
gentleman from New York, is there low
housing stock in Syracuse?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield, we have a public
housing authority, one of the best run
housing authorities in America.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, reclaiming my time, the gen-
tleman from New York also has a ghet-
to. We have ghettos all over this coun-

try. I am surprised that we would come
down here and argue to the people that
we want to cut out an opportunity for
low-income people to have adequate
housing.

One of the problems in this country
is the inseparable triumvirate of inad-
equate jobs, inadequate housing, and
inadequate educational opportunities.
One can go to Syracuse, and I have
been there, and I will show one where
the ghetto is. One can go to Fort Lau-
derdale or in Miami, the district of the
distinguished gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK), who spoke earlier, and
I will show one a place where there is
a necessity for added housing in this
country.

At one point in the 1960’s, I consid-
ered, as a lawyer, changing my entire
practice to trying to help the low-in-
come people of this country. At that
time, the then HUD-FHA programs
were 221D(3), 221D(4), 221H that did
rehab of all properties. Along came
Richard Nixon in 1968 and doggone if
we did not cut out all of those opportu-
nities. Real estate investment trusts
attracted those persons who had high
income to come into low-income areas
to help build the housing stock.

Now, from the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN), who I
heard argue that the spend-down rate
has been poor, one cannot spend where
there is nowhere for a person to buy.

We do not have adequate housing in
this country. Therefore, if one had all
of what everybody is arguing, one still
would not have low-income housing
stock because it has been on the de-
crease.

Please come go with me in Wash-
ington, D.C., and let me show my col-
leagues boarded-over places, just like
in Syracuse, I say to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH), just like
in New York City, just like in Chicago
and all over this country we find this.

Our charge is to help the least of
those among us. What we have done is
turn it on its head in this House of
Representatives. We have helped the
least all right. The least which control
most of everything in this country are
now gaining the most. None of us are
to begrudge them, but that does not
mean that the least of us should not be
helped.

How dare we not accept the program
like the gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. MOLLOHAN) has offered and allow
for us to be able to at least address
minimally a problem that all of us
know that is developing.

The gentlewoman from Texas (Ms.
JACKSON-LEE) spoke about how this
creates dysfunctional families. It also
helps to breed crime. It helps to breed
all of those things about our society
that all of us find repugnant. Yet, we
come here and think that these people
are supposed to be ignored.

This is the same Federal Government
that allowed for banks to build all of
these things all over this Nation and
redline other communities and not give
them an opportunity to have their
communities developed.

In the area where I am from, from
Fort Lauderdale, I have supported
every Chamber project, I have sup-
ported every one of the tax situations
that allowed for the development of the
downtown area. All around me, every-
where around me, other than where I
live, has developed in a mighty way.

I am proud to be a part of that com-
munity. But I will be doggone if I can
stand here and say that I am proud so
much that I ignore those people in the
areas that all of that prosperity is
looming around, booming all over
them, and busting them right in the
mouth by saying to them that we can-
not do a minimal housing program that
will be advantageous to all of society.

b 1900

Shame on this House. Shame on
every one of us that does not support
the Mollohan amendment, and shame
on all of us that cannot believe that it
is necessary to put a fair roof over the
heads of every American no matter
where he or she lives; those that are
disabled, those that are sick, those
that are elderly, those that are chil-
dren, those that need the kind of as-
sistance that we can adequately pro-
vide in the kind of prosperous times
that we have. How dare we not do that.

I find it absolutely abhorrent, and I
call on every Member of this House of
Representatives to support the Mol-
lohan measure. Yes, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) will move
a point of order, but I can order him to
look in Syracuse, where the gentleman
needs help in housing, and I certainly
do in Ft. Lauderdale, and there are 433
other Members of this House with im-
poverished and rural areas that need
adequate housing.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
insist on his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman. I in-
sist on my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, as I stat-
ed earlier, I have a point of order
against the amendment because it pro-
poses to change existing law and con-
stitutes legislation on an appropria-
tions bill, therefore violating clause 2
of rule XXI. It also provides no offsets
for the expenditures that are proposed,
as called for under section 302 of the
Budget Act.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MOLLOHAN)
wish to be heard on the point of order?

Mr. MOLLOHAN. No, Mr. Chairman.
I recognize that the gentleman has a
valid point of order. We appreciate the
opportunity to debate the issue here,
and again we recognize the validity of
the point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
under clause 2 of rule XXI is conceded
and sustained.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Mollohan amendment and in opposition



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4745June 20, 2000
to the VA–HUD appropriations bill, be-
cause I have some serious concerns
about the negative impact this legisla-
tion will have on the quality of life for
veterans and for those citizens who
need public housing assistance.

This budget for VA–HUD proposes to
cut $180 million for Section 202 housing
programs, notwithstanding the fact
that this is the funding which allows
distressed housing authorities to de-
molish and replace decrepit housing
which was mandated in the Omnibus
Budget Act of 1996. The Congress has
mandated that housing authorities in
New Orleans, Philadelphia, Chicago,
and other cities comply with new rules
and new directives while, at the same
time, cutting the money to make it
happen. We cannot get blood out of a
turnip, and we cannot make wood cabi-
nets without lumber.

In Chicago, the Chicago Housing Au-
thority has unveiled a bold plan for
transformation. Components of this
plan includes completely replacing the
old out-dated, outmoded, socially irre-
sponsible high-rise, densely populated
semi-prisons with 25,000 new or newly
rehabbed units of housing for families
and the creation of new housing oppor-
tunities for senior citizens and people
with disabilities.

Since half of the Chicago Housing
Authority’s existing stock falls under
the Section 202 mandate, the CHA is
counting on competing for Hope VI
grants as the primary vehicle for
change. The CHA will need to win Hope
VI revitalization grants in fiscal year
2001 to begin rebuilding of its housing
properties, with the one primary exam-
ple being the infamous Robert Taylor
Homes, which has produced 13 of the
poorest 15 census tracks in the Nation,
and is known as the center of poverty.

Under plans being drawn up with
residents, the CHA is proposing to cre-
ate new low-rise mixed income neigh-
borhoods. These neighborhoods will be
filled with quality housing, 50 percent
of which is scheduled to be built by mi-
nority firms who will hire public hous-
ing residents. There will be new parks,
new schools, new roads and infrastruc-
ture. These relics of past public policy
failures will rise and give hope to thou-
sands of people.

This fall, the CHA will take HUD’s
commitment to fund the CHA over the
next 10 years and do something quite
extraordinary. The CHA will sell bonds
to the private market. And let me reit-
erate this last point. A public entity is
taking Federal commitments from
HUD for funding and taking them to
the private market and asking them to
underwrite the revitalization of the
Nation’s poorest neighborhoods. This
type of public-private partnership to
fund revitalization has never been done
before.

A social nightmare has the possi-
bility of being eliminated as we get rid
of some of the worst housing in the Na-
tion and create thriving new neighbor-
hoods. And how is Congress proposing
to respond to this bold Chicago plan for

renovation? This House is proposing to
cut $180 million needed to fund the first
phase of this resurgence. We are stat-
ing to the private sector that this
House does not have enough confidence
in HUD or its funded agencies to pull
off reform. We are saying that this
Congress does not honor its commit-
ments. We ask for the private sector to
do its part, but we will not do ours. In
short, we have dictated reform and re-
tracted financial support. We want the
rain without the thunder and the light-
ning. We will have summarily doomed
reform before it has begun.

And what are the consequences? In-
stead of creating 25,000 units of quality
housing, Congress will mandate the
Chicago Housing Authority to demol-
ish 19,000 units and keep 19,000 sub-
standard ones. Instead of creating new
construction jobs and business oppor-
tunities for small- and medium-sized
minority ventures, Congress will close
the door of opportunity. Instead of new
schools, parks, roads, and needed hous-
ing opportunities for people of all in-
comes, Congress will have refueled seg-
regation and pockets of poverty. And
instead of demonstrating that govern-
ment can be an active productive part-
ner with private industry in the recre-
ation of new opportunities for business
and future customers, Congress will
keep demanding compliance and rein-
vestment without demonstrating the
will to put its money where its man-
dates are.

So I say to this Congress that with-
out additional Hope VI funding, there
is no hope. A promising future will be
nothing more than broken promises.
Those towers of misery will continue
as barricades to advancement, locking
future generations into poverty and
preventing this country from wiping a
terrible stain from its past.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of the
Mollohan amendment and urge that we
vote down the cuts and raise hope.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

I appreciate the hard work that my
colleague, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), has done with the
low funding allocations that he was
given, however this spending bill
makes cuts in Housing and Urban De-
velopment’s efforts to address afford-
able housing, community development
and economic development issues. I am
pleased to take this opportunity to
speak in support of the Mollohan
amendment to increase the funding for
the HUD housing programs by $1.8 bil-
lion.

This amendment addresses the dras-
tic underfunding in this bill of several
important HUD programs in the coun-
try and in my district. Under the Presi-
dent’s budget, the Rochester, New
York area would have received an in-
crease of $4 million over last year. But,
instead, under this bill being consid-
ered this evening, my district will have
its programs cut by $400,000. These cuts
mean fewer people will be able to pur-
chase a home, fewer people with HIV/

AIDS will receive housing assistance,
less money is available to enforce fair
housing laws, less money to fight
against the widespread predatory lend-
ing practices, less money that can be
used to deliver services to the home-
less, and less money for elderly hous-
ing.

An elderly woman in Rochester con-
tacted me frustrated about the critical
shortage of affordable housing. The
waiting list for this housing and the
low maximum income limits on new
and existing homes were a very great
barrier to her, and she correctly point-
ed out that it will only get worse as
seniors live longer.

She and her husband are ‘‘too rich’’
for low-income housing by $500 and too
poor for assisted care senior housing.
They also cannot find handicapped ac-
cessible housing, which is necessary for
her husband, who has had a stroke.
They are being forced to sell the home
they live in and they do not know
where they are going to move. She re-
marks, ‘‘Our golden years have been
very tarnished.’’

Unfortunately, she is not an isolated
case. With a record of $5.4 million unas-
sisted low-income households in this
country having worst-case housing
needs, and spending over 50 percent of
their income on rent, the bill’s low
funding is inadequate. I urge my col-
leagues to do better in conference.

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike this last word.

Mr. Chairman, I stand here in amaze-
ment over what we are about to do. We
stand in this Nation on high moral
ground as we criticize other nations
across the world about human rights’
violations and all other kinds of viola-
tions when we are about to do the
worst violation we can do of one; the
pride of one who is less fortunate than
us to not have a decent roof over their
heads.

How can we, in this time of fiscal
prosperity, deny those who do not have
a roof over their heads? How can we
not increase funding for Section 8 when
we have hundreds of millions of people
who are waiting for decent homes in
this day and age of fiscal prosperity?
What is wrong with us? What is wrong?
We talk about, and many of the indi-
viduals particularly on the majority
party always speak of, fostering family
values. How can we foster family val-
ues if we do not value the family?
These families need a decent place to
live and we must increase the HUD-VA
budget.

When we had times of budget deficits,
we were enacting in this Congress a
sort of reverse Robin Hood, because ev-
erything that we did was take away
from the poor so that we can balance a
budget. Well, we have a balanced budg-
et. We have a situation where we no
longer are trying to figure out where
dollars are coming from. In fact, we
have surplus budgets, yet we will not
restore budgets to where they once
were.
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What is wrong with us when we do

not care about the elderly, the dis-
abled? How can we stand here, the
greatest Nation in the world, and talk
about how great we are. What kind of
example do we set for other countries
when we do not take care of the least
of our own? It is ultimately our respon-
sibility to make sure that we take care
of the least among us.

This Congress, in the manner that it
is behaving, if we do not support the
Mollohan amendment, will be con-
vincing me more and more each and
every day that Robin Hood was right.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the
Mollohan amendment because this bill
does not meet our great need for af-
fordable housing. I represent Chicago,
where the waiting list for public hous-
ing is 35,000 families long. Thirty-five
thousand people is as big as some cit-
ies. That is like having the entire city
of Atlantic City waiting in line to get
a decent place to live.

It is even worse than that in Chicago.
In Chicago, right next to that line is
another line of 24,000 people waiting for
Section 8 vouchers. In fact, that line is
so long they had to close it. The need
for affordable housing is so great in
Chicago that not only can a person not
get a rental voucher, they cannot even
get in line to get a rental voucher.
That is what we are facing in Chicago.
And it is the same in communities
across this country.

This bar graph shows the latest
available national figures; 5.4 million
households facing what is called worst
case housing needs. That means that
they either pay 50 percent or more of
their income for rent or they live in
substandard housing; 5.4 million men,
women, and children, more than any
other time in our history. But this bill
does nothing, absolutely nothing, to
help even one additional family, and
does nothing to reduce the lines, and
actually cuts money to improve hous-
ing.
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The press asked for additional funds
for public housing. That is money to do
the repairs and upkeep that every
home requires, including our public
housing. And that is money for the
HOPE 6 program, which would rebuild
public housing that is uninhabitable
like the kind we suffer in Chicago. And
that is money for the Drug Elimination
Grant program to fight the drugs and
gangs and guns that are chewing up our
children.

But this bill does not make any of
that a priority. It actually cuts money
for public housing from last year’s
funding levels. And these cuts are on
top of the cuts that we had last year
and the year before and every year
since 1994, totaling over $1 billion in
cuts for public housing.

In Chicago we have a line as long as
Atlantic City waiting for public hous-
ing, and this bill does nothing to help

them. And it does not help our cities
and neighborhoods, either.

The U.S. Conference of Mayors, Re-
publicans and Democrats, wrote us a
letter detailing what they need to revi-
talize their cities and bring home jobs
and homeowners back into their com-
munity. The mayors want $2 billion for
HOME, the major Federal homeowner-
ship program that gives mortgage
counseling to would-be home buyers
and helps build cities and repair homes.
This bill, however, does not make
homeownership a priority. This bill ac-
tually cuts the HOME program. And it
does not do enough for the homeless.
This is a housing budget.

If we help anybody, we should at
least help the people who have no
house at all. Instead, we keep homeless
funding at the same inadequate
amount that we gave them last year. It
is not that there are any less homeless
people. In fact, there are more home-
less people.

The Urban Institute recently updated
their study on homelessness. The new
study showed that over 840,000 people
live on the street any given night. We
should be ashamed. Twenty-five per-
cent of those people are children. That
is more people than live in Detroit or
Milwaukee or San Francisco. Imagine
on any given night that everybody in
San Francisco, even the children, have
to line up in a homeless shelter. This
bill leaves them out in the cold.

There are lines of people waiting for
affordable and decent housing in Chi-
cago, in Washington, in San Francisco,
in Boston, in rural America, in the
South, in the North, everywhere. And
this bill does not enough, almost noth-
ing, and certainly nothing additional
to help them.

With a booming economy and budget
surpluses, we can help the families, the
seniors, the communities, and the
homeless. The President asked for that
money to provide more help. The ma-
jority leadership could have found the
money. I am voting against this bill
until they do. I urge my colleagues to
do the same.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

PUBLIC HOUSING CAPITAL FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the Public Housing Capital Fund Pro-
gram to carry out capital and management
activities for public housing agencies, as au-
thorized under section 9 of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1437), $2,800,000,000, to remain available until
expended, of which up to $50,000,000 shall be
for carrying out activities under section 9(h)
of such Act, for lease adjustments to section
23 projects and $43,000,000 shall be transferred
to the Working Capital Fund for the develop-
ment and maintenance of information tech-
nology systems: Provided, That no funds may
be used under this heading for the purposes
specified in section 9(k) of the United States
Housing Act of 1937: Provided further, That of
the total amount, up to $75,000,000 shall be
available for the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development to make grants to public
housing agencies for emergency capital
needs resulting from emergencies and nat-
ural disasters in fiscal year 2001.

PUBLIC HOUSING OPERATING FUND

For payments to public housing agencies
for the operation and management of public
housing, as authorized by section 9(e) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed (42 U.S.C. 1437g), $3,138,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That no
funds may be used under this heading for the
purposes specified in section 9(k) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MRS. KELLY

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mrs. KELLY:
Page 25, line 19, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$1,000,000)’’.

Page 45, line 12, after the first dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(reduced by
$1,000,000)’’.

Mrs. KELLY (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent for the amendment to be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman
from New York?

There was no objection.
Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, this is a

very simple amendment that the CBO
has certified is budget and outlay neu-
tral. This amendment increases fund-
ing for the Public Housing Operating
Fund by $1 million. To offset the cost
of the amendment, it reduces funding
for the HUD Management and Adminis-
tration Salaries and Expenses by the
same amount.

As a member of the House Committee
on Banking and Financial Services,
Subcommittee on Housing and Urban
Development, I have worked in an
oversight role for HUD for a number of
years. In that time, I have witnessed a
great deal of change at HUD. I can un-
equivocally state that HUD does an ex-
cellent job at public relations.

Listen, if HUD dedicated the same
energy toward ensuring a decent, safe,
and sanitary home and suitable living
environment for every American, I be-
lieve we would have the smallest of
tasks before us today. Unfortunately,
that is not the case, and we have a long
way to go to recognize those laudable
goals.

It is unfortunate, but today’s HUD is
plagued with problems that simply
cannot be blamed on passive adminis-
trations. Countless reports of the GAO
and the HUD Office of the Inspector
General cite deep-rooted government
waste, fraud, abuse, mismanagement,
and a general lack of oversight.

For instance, the General Accounting
Office recently reported that in 1998
HUD made nearly $1 billion in section
8 overpayments because the agency
cannot validate the income eligibility
of housing assistance applicants. This
wasted money could have provided
housing for some 150,000 more families.

Another example is the HUD Office of
the Inspector General, which has re-
ported for years that HUD operations
suffer from systematic management
weaknesses. HUD’s response has been
the HUD 2020 Management Reform
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Plan, but the IG reports that the agen-
cy remains far from addressing the sys-
tematic management weaknesses.

These problems demand action. Yet,
instead of acting on recommendations
of independent investigations, HUD has

thrown good money after bad, writing
their own reports and hiring consult-
ants to write glowing reports about
what a great job HUD is doing. Unfor-
tunately, these reports do not magi-
cally fix HUD’s deep-rooted problems.

I have received from the HUD Inspec-
tor General’s office a list of these re-
ports by outside consultants on which
HUD has spent well over a million dol-
lars. Mr. Chairman, I include the fol-
lowing list for the RECORD:

Contract No. Task Order
No. Contractor Name Date of Award Amount of

Contract Purpose

OPC–21273 ................................................................................ 5 Price Waterhouse Coopers ........................................................ Unknown Indefinite
Quantity

Responding to audits and findings (the GTR is from Hous-
ing)

OPC–21217 ................................................................................ 4 Price Waterhouse Coopers ........................................................ 9/30/99 $1,000,000 FILA Audit Response
OPC–18542 ................................................................................ 14 Price Waterhouse Coopers ........................................................ 10/30/98 126,984 Evaluate the accomplishments of 7 critical projects of HUD

2020
OPC–21387 ................................................................................ Basic Squire, Sanders & Dempsey .................................................... 3/31/99 200,000 Legal Services to assist in defense of claims asserted
Purchase Order .......................................................................... ................... Day, Berry & Howard ................................................................ 5/26/98 48,000 Investigation of EEO complaint
Purchase Order .......................................................................... ................... Williams & Connolly ................................................................. 5/26/98 49,875 Investigation of EEO complaint
OPC–18531 ................................................................................ 4 Ernst & Young .......................................................................... 9/21/99 146,962 Independent analysis of CB effectiveness
OPC–18532 ................................................................................ 8 Booz-Allen ................................................................................. 9/26/97 37,576 2020 Technical Assistance
OPC–18532 ................................................................................ 9 Booz-Allen ................................................................................. 12/18/97 412,724 2020 Assessment, includes subcontracts with Champey and

Osborne
OPC–18533 ................................................................................ 4 Andersen Consulting ................................................................ 7/15/99 155,713 HUD Customer Survey

Above is a listing of HUD initiated con-
tracts that were intended to dispute OIG
audit or investigative matters. A comprehen-
sive listing would be difficult to compile.
The procurement data system (1) has hun-
dreds of vendors, (2) does not identify sub-
contractors, (3) is not linked to the
HUDCAPS disbursement system, and (4) the
tasks descriptions provide minimal detail.
Also, the amount column is the obligation
amount, actual payments would need to be
verified with the payment system
(HUDCAPS). We suspect that costs were
greater for some contract items, but we are
uncertain as to if and when these payments
were made.

The National Academy of Public Adminis-
tration (NAPA) has conducted several re-
views of HUD activities at the specific direc-
tion of Congress. NAPA’s contract activity
with HUD has been a little over $1 million.
NAPA’s reviews of procurement and staff re-
sources are two recent examples where HUD
used favorable portions of these reports to
dispute issues developed during OIG audits.

Mr. Chairman, these reports were
compiled by Price Waterhouse, Coo-
pers, Booz Allen, Anderson Consulting,
Ernst & Young, and others. While out-
side evaluations are helpful, my con-
cern is that HUD directed their focus
away from their problem areas or lim-
ited the scope of the consultants’ re-
port to such a point that they could
not properly evaluate the program.

For instance, Ernst & Young was
paid nearly $150,000 last September to
evaluate the effectiveness of the Com-
munity Builders program. Unfortu-
nately, they were limited to a select 40
community builders, each chosen by
HUD of the more than 800 in place.

I ask, how can we see any value in
such an investigation? We cannot allow
such problems at HUD to continue. We
have to send a strong message that the
HUD mission is safe, clean, strong, and
affordable housing and not a good pub-
lic relations effort.

My amendment is reasonable. We
move $1 million from the Management
and Administration Salaries and Ex-
penses account to the Public Housing
Operating Fund, where I am confident
it will be spent on providing a suitable
living environment for people depend-
ent on public housing. It was my hope
that the Public Housing and Operating
Fund could have been funded at a high-
er level.

With the budgetary constraints
placed on my good friend from New

York, the chairman of the VA–HUD
subcommittee, the levels in this bill
are admirable. I look forward to con-
tinuing our work to raise to fund fur-
ther.

Passage of this amendment certainly
is a step in the right direction. I urge
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to join me in favor of an amendment to
send a clear message to HUD on the
proper use of HUD funds.

The waste, fraud, abuse, poor over-
sight, and mismanagement indicative
of HUD must be properly addressed and
denied no longer.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to speak in
favor of the Kelly amendment. This
amendment would help ensure that
funds will be spent on helping individ-
uals purchase housing and not on the
wasteful self-promotional activities of
HUD. It would direct funds to a pro-
gram which promotes self-worth and
strong neighborhoods by replacing the
worst public housing, turning around
troubled neighborhoods, and imple-
menting rent policies that reward and
encourage work. This program requires
greater responsibility on the part of
the tenant as a condition for assist-
ance.

Many HUD programs have contin-
ually been criticized for their waste,
fraud, and abuse. The Federal Housing
Administration is a perfect example of
one such program. HUD has used tax-
payers funds to finance all kinds of
studies and reports, including one self-
congratulating report that had a price
tag of $400,000. The waste, fraud, and
abuse within HUD has cost taxpayers
and potential home buyers millions
and maybe even billions of dollars.

I appreciate this opportunity to high-
light the waste within HUD, some of
which was recently revealed in reports
by the HUD Inspector General and the
General Accounting Office.

One of the most horrific examples of
waste, fraud, and abuse within these
reports has been discovered in the man-
agement of the FHA. HUD’s inventory
of unsold homes last year was the high-
est that it has been in 10 years, which
is amazing in such a tight housing
market.

Due to the increased number of these
unsold properties, HUD hired contrac-

tors at the cost of $927 million to main-
tain and restore the properties. HUD’s
lack of oversight led to rampant fraud.

One of these contractors was a com-
pany called InTown, who had seven of
these 16 contracts. Due to InTown’s in-
ability to maintain existing HUD prop-
erty or refurbish the run-down prop-
erties, the Government had to termi-
nate their contract, but not before pay-
ing them. Then InTown filed for bank-
ruptcy and the subcontractor hired by
InTown put liens against these HUD
properties. This resulted in a loss to
the Federal Government of $7 million.

HUD’s lack of efficiency, manage-
ment, and oversight continues to deny
homeownership assistance to the most
needy individuals. HUD is denying the
opportunity for more people to partici-
pate in their programs by allowing
their taxpayer dollars to be wasted in
this manner.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. KELLY) for her
amendment and for her continued dili-
gence on stopping this waste, fraud,
and abuse that goes on in so many of
our government agencies and pro-
grams. HUD is a perfect example of an
institution in need of fiscal reform.

I urge support of the Kelly amend-
ment.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in support
of this amendment. The Kelly amend-
ment stops HUD from spending money
on self-promotion and puts money
where it will be spent on families who
need public assistance housing. It is
simply wrong for HUD to spend one
penny on self-promotion while people
in need remain on waiting lists.

In her semiannual report to the Con-
gress for the period ending March 31,
HUD Inspector General Susan Gaffney
found ‘‘massive fraud schemes.’’
Gaffney also reported ‘‘a very signifi-
cant breakdown’’ in program controls
designed to prevent such fraud. Gaffney
also said, ‘‘Our work in the areas iden-
tified serious control weaknesses that
expose the Department to fraud, waste,
and abuse.’’

We do not have to look very far to
see evidence of the Department’s ineffi-
ciency and poor oversight. Just look at
HUD’s payment of excessive section 8
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rental subsidies to the tune of $935 mil-
lion in 1998 and $8.5 million for store-
front operations that never benefited
the public. Or we may look to HUD’s
staffing shell game. For years HUD had
complained about having inadequate
funds for a required staff of 9,300 full-
time employees and has threatened a
reduction in force.

However, even though Congress pro-
vided funds for 9,300 FTEs in current
year, HUD only had 9,040 full-time on
staff. We must believe that this in-
flated personnel requirement rep-
resents an attempt by HUD to secure a
larger than necessary appropriation.

Examples like this leave us no reason
to question Inspector General
Gaffney’s claim that HUD will remain
on GAO’s high-risk list for the foresee-
able future.

The Kelly amendment is another step
in the Republican majority’s goal of
eliminating waste, fraud, and abuse.
This amendment strikes $1 million
from the Operating and Expense budget
and puts it into the Public Housing Op-
erating Fund, where every penny will
be spent on housing.

This amendment will not cut any
staff, as my colleagues on the other
side may claim. This amendment will
merely reduce the expense fund, which
HUD uses as a slush fund to operate its
current Secretary’s political PR ma-
chine.

Under the current Secretary, we have
witnessed the absolute politicization of
HUD. We saw HUD sweep in and seize
control of public housing programs
from the City of New York. We have
watched the current Secretary bend
and contort HUD’s mission to now in-
clude industry lawsuits and gun con-
trol programs.

In my home State of Nebraska, soon
after a member of our congressional
delegation endorsed the wrong presi-
dential candidate, programs that HUD
had funded for years mysteriously had
their funding cut off. For me, it is all
too clear, what is intended to be a pub-
lic housing agency has, sadly, become a
public relations agency for the current
administration. The Secretary should
not use taxpayer funds to promote his
own ambitions.

This amendment stops HUD from
spending money on public relations and
puts the money back into public hous-
ing. HUD should not spend money on
what amounts to political advertising
while we still have families in need on
waiting lists.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise this evening in
support of the Kelly amendment. But I
want to be clear on this. I rise in sup-
port of the amendment not because of
any insensitivity to affordable housing,
as the other side seems to suggest, but,
instead, because I care passionately
about affordable housing.

I come from a State where breaking
the bonds of poverty has been one of
our highest priorities.
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I believe that the dollars we spend on

affordable housing are about the most
important dollars we as an institution
spend. Now, I want to believe that the
leadership of HUD shares that philos-
ophy, the importance of these precious
dollars. But, Mr. Chairman, to be hon-
est at times that is awfully hard to be-
lieve. We have heard reference to the
Office of Inspector General’s report.
That report is damning. It shows that
there is a lack of accountability at
HUD. HUD could not produce reliable
financial records for 1999. Yet these
dollars are precious. HUD’s newly in-
stalled financial system, something
called HUDCAPS, could not even meet
basic financial system requirements.
Yet they say these dollars are precious.
The Inspector General’s report listed
example after example of fraud, waste,
and abuse.

As my colleagues have mentioned
over and over again this evening, HUD
spends an awful lot of money on self-
promotion while people, while families
stand in line waiting for help with af-
fordable housing. The Community
Builders Program quite frankly has
been little more than a public relations
effort. The Inspector General’s report
says that it is full of, quote, inappro-
priate hiring. That is putting it mildly.
The Inspector General, not me, not the
House Republican Conference, not the
RNC, says that this program does very
little if anything, very little if any-
thing, to address the core mission of af-
fordable housing. This directs valuable
dollars away from where we need it
most. We need to get back on track.

The Kelly amendment is simple. It is
common sense. It helps HUD to refocus
on its core mission of providing afford-
able housing. It does not cut staff. It
does not cut core programs. It cuts
self-promotion. It sends the money
back to where it belongs. A number of
my colleagues have and will tonight
speak about the lack of funding for af-
fordable housing, and I share some of
their values and some of their con-
cerns. This amendment is a simple,
common sense way to meet the needs
that my colleagues have enunciated. If
we want to put more money in afford-
able housing programs, this amend-
ment is the way to do it.

Mr. SUNUNU. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words. I rise in strong support of the
Kelly amendment. I would anticipate
after all the rhetoric we heard on the
preceding amendment that this would
receive strong bipartisan support given
the concern that the minority has ex-
pressed for doing more in the key oper-
ating accounts of this bill. This is a
case where the Representative merely
wants to take $1 million from non-
essential expenses, from report writing,
from promotion within the Housing De-
partment and put it into an account
that will help people receive affordable
housing, $1 million, from nonessential
administrative overhead into a pro-
gram that will enable more people to
get the housing that they deserve.

We have heard about waiting lists for
some of these important programs, and
I think that there is a tremendous
amount of merit in this common sense
amendment. But it is a very modest
amendment, let us face it. We can do
even more. We should be doing even
more. I have been fortunate to be the
chairman of the task force on the Com-
mittee on the Budget that has looked
at other ways to find the resources to
put into these key accounts that help
people with a certificate and a voucher
program, for example. One of the prob-
lems that we uncovered within HUD
was an inability to truly verify the in-
come of those that receive housing ben-
efits.

Now, that is important because if
HUD is underestimating the income of
beneficiaries, it is overpaying sub-
sidies. And if it is overpaying the sub-
sidy to someone who is in public hous-
ing, then there is someone else that is
not in the housing that cannot benefit
because someone is taking their place,
perhaps inappropriately, because they
have misreported their income.

Well, it stands to reason that we
should be able to verify the income of
those that are relying on the Federal
Government for such a significant and
important subsidy. Unfortunately,
HUD cannot. How big is this problem?
Is it $1 million? No. Is it $10 million?
No. Is this a $100 million problem in
HUD? No. Is this a $500 million prob-
lem? It is even bigger than that. HUD
and the GAO estimates there are $935
million in subsidy overpayments every
year. This is not a historical problem.
This is a yearly problem. Last year
they estimated it at over $800 million.
This year $900 million. What does that
mean? That means over 100,000 families
on the waiting lists cannot get access
to existing affordable housing.

Now, the members of the administra-
tion that testified said, ‘‘Well, we don’t
know for sure that it’s $935 million.’’ I
am the first to admit it is very difficult
to estimate the exact amount of the
overpayments. But even if we are off by
a factor of two, that is still nearly $500
million that taxpayers are sending to
Washington that we are appropriating
to HUD that everyone in this body and
across the country thinks is going to
affordable housing and it is not. We
need to do better. This is a very modest
step in the right direction, taking $1
million from administrative overhead
and helping people get the housing that
they need. I very much hope that this
will be supported on a bipartisan basis
because it is not just a good amend-
ment, it is common sense.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot imagine this
amendment being supported on a bipar-
tisan basis. The fixes that we need to
HUD were contained in the Mollohan
amendment, to increase funding for in-
cremental Section 8 vouchers, for pub-
lic housing capital fund, for the public
housing operating assistance, for Na-
tive American housing block grants,
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for Housing Opportunities for Persons
with AIDS, for community develop-
ment block grants, all programs that
were cut significantly in this bill, as
was the very account that the gentle-
woman proposes to cut another $1 mil-
lion out of, the S&E account.

Obviously it takes money, it takes
people to administer these programs.
The request from the President for the
FTEs, that is, the number of people to
work at HUD to help people with hous-
ing problems, to administer all of these
programs that are short-sheeted in this
bill, the President’s request was for
9,300 FTEs. This bill funds 9,100, al-
ready a significant cut. The President
requested $1.095 billion for the S&E ac-
count, the account that the gentle-
woman takes $1 million out of. This
bill appropriated $90 million less than
the President’s request already, or an 8
percent cut the S&E account took from
the President’s request in this bill.

We can ill afford to take more money
out of the S&E account. If we have ad-
ministrative challenges at HUD, the
way to address them is not by further
cutting the account from what this bill
already cuts but to appropriate not
only the programmatic requests at the
requested level but also the S&E ac-
count, the people who administer, who
are out there delivering the services to
people. We cannot continue to cut the
programmatic side and the S&E side
and deliver adequately the housing
needs of the most needy in our society.
We cannot continue to do that.

This is really, let us face it, a sym-
bolic cut, a symbolic amendment, just
taking a jab at HUD by taking another
jab at the civil servants who work hard
every day in every way to deliver these
needed services to people who are the
most needy in our society. No, I cannot
imagine this amendment being sup-
ported on a bipartisan basis because I
think we understand the motives be-
hind it.

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I do not know quite
where to begin. I do rise in support of
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York. I want to em-
phasize it is long overdue. The gen-
tleman from West Virginia has very
eloquently stated the difficulty in cut-
ting the salaries and expenses account.
But for the benefit of the Members in
the Chamber, I would just like to go
through a few of the issues that we are
struggling with in the overall picture
rather than in a very narrow focus.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Government Management, Information
and Technology of the Committee on
Government Reform, I have come to
understand that the auditor over at
HUD cannot even issue an unqualified
opinion regarding the financial affairs
at HUD. Yet the argument is being
made on the other side to increase the
resources available to HUD.

I would urge all Members as a first
step to familiarizing themselves with
the affairs there that they read the In-

spector General’s report for 1999. In
that, the Inspector General cannot
even close their books on HUD. Are
Members also aware of the fact that
HUD cannot establish the condition of
the units under its control? Literally
they cannot. I would commend to all
Members that they read the recent ar-
ticle in The Washington Post by Judith
Havemann regarding HUD’s efforts to
see what kind of shape the 4.6 million
units it controls are in. HUD has hired
contractors to inspect its portfolio and
report back on the conditions that
exist therein. Perhaps we should ap-
plaud this effort.

After all, each day that this inspec-
tion continues provides us with infor-
mation about the condition of another
120 to 150 living units. Let us see. 4.6
million, 120 to 150 a day. That means in
the year 2084, the complete report will
be available. I can hardly wait to see
it. We should applaud this effort.

Are Members aware of the new pro-
gram under the auspices of Secretary
Cuomo called Community Builders?
Before I share this with my colleagues,
I want to read something from the
105th Congress regarding what is al-
lowed under Public Law 105–277 and
what is not:

No parts of any funds appropriated in
this or any other act shall be used by
an agency of the executive branch
other than for normal and recognized
executive-legislative relationships, nor
for publicity or propaganda purposes,
and for preparation, distribution or use
of any kit, pamphlet, booklet, publica-
tion, radio, television or film presen-
tation designed to support or defeat
legislation pending before Congress ex-
cept in presentation to the Congress
itself.

Now, that is put in there so that the
agencies do not go to Congress and
lobby for their own interests. However,
I want to share with the Members here
what the reality is. On September 9,
1999, the public affairs officer for HUD
sent out the following instructions to
the field public affairs staff. Again this
relates to the community builders area
of HUD’s operations.

It says:
Attached is an op-ed penned by the

Secretary, that would be Secretary
Cuomo, regarding the proposed cuts to
the HUD budget. Here is what I need
you all to do ASAP. Again this is a
memorandum sent to the 800-odd com-
munity builders.

Number one, localize the opinion edi-
torial, in other words, suggesting to
them that they send to their local
media an opinion or an editorial piece
to be published in the paper. Do what-
ever will get your specific media inter-
est. Here is the local information in
case you deleted the earlier copy. Find
out who to send it to. Call your local
daily newspapers. Fax the localized op-
ed to the editorial editor. After all, the
House is voting on the budget today or
tomorrow. We expect the Senate to
take up our appropriations bill very
soon. Please send me an e-mail of all of

your local op-eds and your plan of at-
tack for getting the piece placed in as
many newspapers as possible in your
area.

Now, on the one hand in the 105th
Congress we have a law that says you
are not to do this and in virtually that
same year we have the employees of
HUD actually doing that under the aus-
pices of Community Builders.

Let me share with Members the fi-
nancial details of the Community
Builders Department. This program
has 440 temporary slots and 372 perma-
nent slots. One might ask, what does a
community builder do? That would be
very appropriate. Because the Inspec-
tor General found that HUD could not
document what the community build-
ers were even doing.
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Further, in one sample by the Inspec-

tor General, of 59 Community Builder
individuals interviewed, 39 reported
that they spent over 50 percent of their
time on public relations activities.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. OSE)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OSE was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. OSE. Mr. Chairman, just think,
they spent 50 percent of their time on
public relations activities. Just think,
we have a whole new cadre of people
out in our community doing public re-
lations work on behalf of HUD, in this
case, 812 people whose task it is to
highlight the accomplishments of HUD.
According to the Subcommittee on VA,
HUD and Independent Agencies who ex-
ercises oversight, these individuals are
paid an average of $91,000 per year,
$91,000 per year on average. Just think,
812 of them, what a great job. That is
$73 million a year for public relations,
not for housing; for public relations.

I could go on. Believe me, I could go
on; but we do not have enough time
today. The amendment of the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY) is
long overdue. There is not a clearer or
a more compelling case that highlights
the failures of HUD as respects their fi-
nancial conditions or their public rela-
tions efforts.

Just think, almost $73 million that
Secretary Cuomo decided to spend on
public relations instead of housing, and
the gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MOLLOHAN) is telling me we do not
have a million dollars to cut out of
S&E.

I hope that Secretary Cuomo can
soon report to us that his public rela-
tions are in order so he can then con-
centrate on the task that HUD was cre-
ated for. What a great thing, HUD fo-
cusing on housing.

Support the symbolic effort pre-
sented by the amendment from the
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
KELLY). Vote yes on the Kelly amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY).
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The question was taken; and the

Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I demand
a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 525, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. KELLY)
will be postponed.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

DRUG ELIMINATION GRANTS FOR

LOW-INCOME HOUSING

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For grants to public housing agencies and
Indian tribes and their tribally designated
housing entities for use in eliminating crime
in public housing projects authorized by 42
U.S.C. 11901–11908, for grants for federally as-
sisted low-income housing authorized by 42
U.S.C. 11909, and for drug information clear-
inghouse services authorized by 42 U.S.C.
11921–11925, $300,000,000, to remain available
until expended, of which $5,000,000 shall be
solely for technical assistance, technical as-
sistance grants, and program assessment for
or on behalf of public housing agencies, resi-
dent organizations, and Indian tribes and
their tribally designated housing entities
(including up to $150,000 for the cost of nec-
essary travel for participants in such train-
ing) for oversight training and improved
management of this program, and $10,000,000
shall be used in connection with efforts to
combat violent crime in public and assisted
housing under the Operation Safe Home Pro-
gram administered by the Inspector General
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment: Provided, That of the amount
under this heading, $10,000,000 shall be pro-
vided to the Office of Inspector General for
Operation Safe Home.

REVITALIZATION OF SEVERELY DISTRESSED
PUBLIC HOUSING (HOPE VI)

For grants to public housing agencies for
demolition, site revitalization, replacement
housing, and tenant-based assistance grants
to projects as authorized by section 24 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937,
$565,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which the Secretary may use up
to $10,000,000 for technical assistance and
contract expertise, to be provided directly or
indirectly by grants, contracts or coopera-
tive agreements, including training and cost
of necessary travel for participants in such
training, by or to officials and employees of
the department and of public housing agen-
cies and to residents: Provided, That none of
such funds shall be used directly or indi-
rectly by granting competitive advantage in
awards to settle litigation or pay judgments,
unless expressly permitted herein.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to enter into a
colloquy with the Chairman of the VA/
HUD subcommittee regarding the cur-
rent level of funding for veterans med-
ical care and H.R. 4635. I am very
thankful for the good work of the
Members on the House Committee on
Appropriations for bringing to the floor
a bill with a $1.35 billion increase in
spending for veterans medical care.

An increase of this size would not
have been possible without the hard
work of the subcommittee chairman,
my good friend, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH). Unfortunately,
according to James Farsetta, the Di-

rector for Veterans Integrated Service
Network 3, which includes lower New
York and northern New Jersey, we will
again face funding shortfalls in our re-
gion, despite the overall increase in
funding.

This is due to the VERA program, in-
flationary costs, and the exploding epi-
demic of hepatitis C. Despite the help
of the Chairman, the VA’s diligence in
responding to this program has been
sorely lacking.

Mr. Chairman, last October, our
VISN director requested $102 million in
reserve funding, and while the VA an-
nounced in January that they would
provide $66 million of the amount, that
money did not reach the VISN until 3
weeks ago. Additionally, VISN 3 has re-
quested $22 million to test and treat
veterans infected with hepatitis C.

The VA budget request states, and I
quote: ‘‘Hepatitis C virus is a serious
national problem that has reached epi-
demic proportions.’’ To date VISN 3
has the highest number of veterans in-
fected with hepatitis C nationwide, and
in a one-day, random screening for hep-
atitis C in March 1999 found the hepa-
titis C infection rate in VISN 3 was
nearly double the national average.

To date, the VA has not provided any
additional funding for hepatitis C and
has not provided any reason as to why
VISN 3 is being denied this funding. It
costs $15,000 a year for 1 year of treat-
ment for a veteran who has tested posi-
tive for hepatitis C virus.

Mr. Chairman, this situation has
gone on long enough. I am asking for
your assurance to ensure that the VA
ends their delay tactics and provides
critical supplemental funding to VISN
3 that is so desperately needed. I under-
stand that it is possible that VISN 3
will need reserve funding again next
year.

I hope that the gentleman will con-
tinue to work with me and with other
concerned Members to make sure that
the VA is responsive to the needs of
VISN 3 and does so in a timely manner.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. KELLY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman (Mrs. KELLY) for
bringing these important concerns to
my attention, and I would like to as-
sure her and other Members that I am
well aware of the problems faced by
VISN 3, particularly in regards to fund-
ing levels. I will continue to work with
the gentlewoman and our colleagues,
the Senate and the Administration to
ensure that VISN 3 is not just dis-
proportionately disadvantaged under
the funding levels contained in this bill
and ensure that the VA ends their
delays on the hepatitis C funding issue.

I also want to assure the gentle-
woman that I, too, find the delays and
unresponsiveness of the VA intolerable.
I will continue to make my displeasure
clear with the VA officials to ensure
that the proper reserve funding is sent
both this year and next.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentle-
woman for her comments and her hard
work.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) for his continued efforts on be-
half of our veterans, and I look forward
to continuing to work with the gen-
tleman to assure proper medical care
for our veterans.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
NATIVE AMERICAN HOUSING BLOCK GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the Native American Housing Block
Grants program, as authorized under title I
of the Native American Housing Assistance
and Self-Determination Act of 1996
(NAHASDA) (Public Law 104–330),
$620,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, of which $2,000,000 shall be con-
tracted through the Secretary as technical
assistance and capacity building to be used
by the National American Indian Housing
Council in support of the implementation of
NAHASDA, and $6,000,000 shall be to support
the inspection of Indian housing units, con-
tract expertise, and technical assistance in
the training, oversight, and management of
Indian housing and tenant-based assistance,
including up to $300,000 for related travel and
$2,000,000 shall be transferred to the Working
Capital Fund for the development and main-
tenance of information technology systems:
Provided, That of the amount provided under
this heading, $6,000,000 shall be made avail-
able for the cost of guaranteed notes and
other obligations, as authorized by title VI
of NAHASDA: Provided further, That such
costs, including the costs of modifying such
notes and other obligations, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize the total principal amount of any
notes and other obligations, any part of
which is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$54,600,000: Provided further, That for admin-
istrative expenses to carry out the guaran-
teed loan program, up to $200,000 from
amounts in the first proviso, which shall be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’, to be
used only for the administrative costs of
these guarantees.

INDIAN HOUSING LOAN GUARANTEE FUND
PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au-
thorized by section 184 of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1992 (106
Stat. 3739), $6,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That such costs, in-
cluding the costs of modifying such loans,
shall be as defined in section 502 of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974, as amended:
Provided further, That these funds are avail-
able to subsidize total loan principal, any
part of which is to be guaranteed, not to ex-
ceed $71,956,000.

In addition, for administrative expenses to
carry out the guaranteed loan program, up
to $150,000 from amounts in the first para-
graph, which shall be transferred to and
merged with the appropriation for ‘‘Salaries
and expenses’’, to be used only for the ad-
ministrative costs of these guarantees.

COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH
AIDS

For carrying out the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with AIDS program, as au-
thorized by the AIDS Housing Opportunity
Act (42 U.S.C. 12901), $232,000,000, to remain
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available until expended: Provided, That the
Secretary may use up to 1 percent of the
funds under this heading for training, over-
sight, and technical assistance activities.

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. NADLER

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 2 offered by Mr. NADLER:
In the item relating to ‘‘DEPARTMENT

OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT—COMMUNITY PLANNING AND DEVELOP-
MENT—HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS
WITH AIDS’’, after the first dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$18,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION—RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES’’,
after the first dollar amount, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(reduced by $18,000,000)’’.

In the item relating to ‘‘INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES—NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDA-
TION—RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES’’,
after the second dollar amount, insert the
following: ‘‘(reduced by $18,000,000)’’.

(Mr. NADLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
offer an amendment to increase the ap-
propriation for the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons with AIDS, or HOPWA,
program by $18 million. This was $10
million less than the President re-
quested and far less than is truly need-
ed to adequately fund this program,
but represents the amount necessary to
ensure that those already in the pro-
gram do not receive a cut in service.

I am delighted by the bipartisan na-
ture of this amendment, and I would
like to specifically thank the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SHAYS),
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY), the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN), the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY), and the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
for joining me in offering this amend-
ment and demonstrating the bipartisan
support that this program enjoys.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is tremendously important
for thousands of people. It funds the
Housing Opportunities for People with
AIDS. We are requesting an increase.
Consider these facts: HIV prevalence
within the homeless population alone
is estimated to be 10 times higher than
the infection rates in the general popu-
lation. Primary care providers and peo-
ple living with HIV/AIDS repeatedly
cite the lack of affordable housing as
the single most detrimental barrier to
accessing real health care.

When the number of individuals liv-
ing with AIDS increases, the number of
eligible housing sites also needs to in-
crease. HOPWA-funded beds in residen-
tial facilities are 80 to 90 percent less
expensive than an acute-care hospital
bed. The HOPWA program reduces the

use of emergency care services by
$47,000 per person per year.

Last year, this vital Federal program
provided over $27 million for California
alone. Across our Nation this year,
there are four new eligible metropoli-
tan statistical areas that will be added
to the program. Those are the new
areas, Albany, New York; Baton Rouge,
Louisiana; Columbia, South Carolina;
and Oklahoma City.

Other States will also qualify for
HOPWA funds. In this appropriation
bill, the HOPWA level is level funded
at last year’s level. Without the adop-
tion of our amendment, every HOPWA
recipient will experience a funding cut.
That is why this modest increase of $18
million dollars is so desperately need-
ed. I encourage all of my colleagues to
vote for the bipartisan Shays-Nadler-
Horn-Crowley-Cummings-Foley amend-
ment. That amendment provides need-
ed services and justice, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
housing provided by HOPWA allows
people to improve the quality of their
lives and access to life extending care.
With the longer life span comes the
need for more assistance both in med-
ical care and in housing. No person
should have to choose between extend-
ing their life or keeping a roof over
their head, and the fact is without ade-
quate housing and nutrition, it is ex-
tremely difficult for individuals to ben-
efit from the new treatments.

Let us give the HOPWA program the
necessary money it needs to provide
those services. I ask all of my
colleagues to join me in supporting
the Nadler-Shays-Crowley-Horn-
Cummings-Foley amendment.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate the gentleman from New York for
yielding, and I rise in support of this
amendment, as well, and on behalf of
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CUMMINGS) and the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY), who are also co-
sponsors of this amendment. I know
the gentlewoman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY) as well has expressed sup-
port of this. We are prepared to vote.

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I urge
everyone to support this amendment.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word. I will not take
all of the time provided. I appreciate
the brevity of the statements of the
speakers who are advocating for this.
We have no objection to this amend-
ment on this side. The committee rec-
ommended funding for HOPWA’s budg-
et at last year’s level; however, like
many other accounts in this bill, I had
hoped to increase funding for this ac-
count but could not, because such a de-
cision would have adversely impacted
other accounts.

On those grounds, I am prepared to
accept the amendment. These funds
would normally go to National Science
Foundation, those funds are not wasted
there either, but this is a priority pro-
gram; and the additional funds are nec-
essary.

I would register for the record, a con-
cern, however, that the formula that
HOPWA uses is outdated by many esti-
mates and other programs, including
the Ryan White program, which have
updated their formula for dispersal of
funds; and we would urge HOPWA to
consider seriously looking at that.

Other than that reservation, Mr.
Chairman, I am prepared to accept the
amendment.

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I move to strike the requisite number
of words.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in support of the Nadler amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
Nadler amendment to increase by $18 million
the appropriations for the Housing Opportuni-
ties for Persons With AIDS (HOPWA) pro-
gram.

As we all know, AIDS is the number one
public health problem in this nation and in
many places throughout the world. And in my
District back in Chicago, AIDS has reached
epidemic proportions. In fact, there are at least
a thousand reported cases of AIDS in my dis-
trict and since 1980, more than 10,000 people
have died of AIDS in Chicago.

Although the mortality rate among individ-
uals living with AIDS is declining as a result of
better medical treatments, combination thera-
pies, and earlier diagnosis, the housing oppor-
tunities for those living with the disease have
not improved accordingly. It is important that
this Congress respond with compassion and
support.

This bill in its current form does not meet
this objective, for there are still far too many
victims of AIDS who are living, but have no
place to live.

Fortunately, this amendment seeks to cor-
rect this gap and help to meet this need, $18
million is no panacea, but will help many per-
sons living with AIDS to have a place in which
to live.

Therefore, I urge passage of the Nadler,
Shays, Crowley, and Horn amendment.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

(Mrs. MALONEY of New York asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I likewise, rise in support of
the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong support of the
Nadler/Shays/Crowley/Horn amendment to in-
crease HOPWA funding by $18 million to $250
million.

HOPWA allows communities to design local-
based, cost-effective housing programs for
people living with AIDS.

It supports patients with rent and mortgage
assistance and provides information on low-in-
come housing opportunities.
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While basic housing is a necessity for ev-

eryone, it is even more critical for people living
with AIDS. Many AIDS patients rely on com-
plex medical regimens and have special die-
tary needs. Lack of a stable housing situation
can greatly complicate their treatment regi-
ment.

We must not forget that while medical
science has made important advances in
treating AIDS, a cure remains elusive. In the
meantime we must do what we can to help
people living with this disease.

Mr. Chairman, I implore my friends on the
other side of the aisle who often speak about
‘‘Compassionate Conservatism’’ to support this
amendment.

This vote presents an opportunity for my
colleagues to match their rhetoric with a small
federal funding request.

The people who benefit from the HOPWA
program are some of our nations most needy.
They are living in a very difficult circumstance.

Mr. Chairman, I eagerly look forward to the
day when medical breakthroughs render the
HOPWA program unnecessary. However,
today in the present I call on my colleagues to
people living with AIDS this modest increase
in support.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise today in
strong support to an increase in funding for
Housing for People with AIDS—HOPWA.

HOPWA is the only federal program that
provides community based HIV-specific hous-
ing. It is vital to the lives of persons who are
living with HIV/AIDS because it allows people
to benefit from their treatments and helps to
keep them from being exposed to other life-
threatening diseases, poor nutrition and lack
of medical care.

Up to 60 percent of people living with HIV/
AIDS will need housing assistance at some
point in the course of their illness. According
to the National AIDS Housing Coalition, one-
third to one-half of all people living with HIV/
AIDS are either homeless or in imminent dan-
ger of losing their homes.

In my district, Alameda County, the Ryan
White Planning Council Needs Assessment
Surveys in 1998 and 1999, ranked housing as
the highest area for ‘‘unmet need’’ and
‘‘served but unsatisfied’’ of eight service cat-
egories. This study also indicates that anti-
retroviral therapies are helping people living
with HIV/AIDS live longer healthier lives, thus
our responsiveness to their housing needs is
more urgent than ever.

In the Bay Area community I represent,
housing costs are reaching astronomical
heights and are becoming increasingly impos-
sible for even moderate wage earners to
meet. The working poor and the disabled, in-
cluding persons with HIV/AIDS, are in great
jeopardy.

Since 1992, HOPWA funding has provided
essential development awards for projects
ranging from a rehabilitated five bedroom
house in north Berkeley to a newly con-
structed 21 unit complex in East Oakland.
HOPWA has also provided the resources and
support for 20 emergency housing beds, 40
transitional housing shared units, and 174 per-
manent units throughout my district. Yet, these
programs have only addressed a small portion
of the housing needs for persons and families
affected by HIV/AIDS.

The rental market vacancy rate in my district
is less than 1% and market rents throughout
Alameda County far exceed Fair Market Rents

(FMRs). With the limited rental assistance
available from the HOPWA program, people
living with HIV/AIDS are unable to find and
rent affordable housing. Additionally, HIV/AIDS
Housing Programs operate at capacity and
routinely maintain lengthy waiting lists.

While, HOPWA has provided the much
needed gateway for people with HIV/AIDS to
access housing, treatment and care services,
we need to do better. Many persons living with
HIV/AIDS are forced to make difficult deci-
sions between life sustaining medications and
other necessities, such as housing. These de-
cisions become even more dire when the cost
of housing is taken into consideration. For
many people with HIV/AIDS, HOPWA has
been life saving.

In August 1999, the County Board of Super-
visors declared a State of Emergency with re-
spect to AIDS in the African-American Com-
munity of Alameda County. The Congressional
Black Caucus’ Minority Health Initiative,
partnered with HOPWA to push forward a
community wide response to the State of
Emergency including closing the housing gap
for people with HIV/AIDS.

In my district we are finally seeing positive
results from our efforts. For example, the De-
partment of Housing & Community Develop-
ment (HCD) has been able to successfully
partner with county agencies like the Office of
AIDS & Communicable Diseases, and Cal-
PEP, a community-based AIDS service organi-
zation, to provide access to short-term transi-
tional housing for people living with HIV/AIDS,
who have recently been released from incar-
ceration. Often times, the incarcerated popu-
lation is over looked or under served regarding
AIDS services. HOPWA has helped to close
that gap by providing housing and treatment
services, but also to render prevention edu-
cation services on post-exposure and sec-
ondary exposure risks for HIV/AIDS.

Mr. Chairman, like all of us, people living
with HIV/AIDS dream of living in suitable and
quality homes. We must ensure that all people
have a place they can call home. We have to
do everything we can to close the housing
gap.

I urge you and my colleagues to support
this amendment because HOPWA will help
close the housing gap, but also will help to
reach our goal of eradicating HIV/AIDS. It is
the right thing to do.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise today
with colleagues from both sides of the aisle,
Mr. NADLER and Mr. CUMMINGS, and Mr.
SHAYS, Mr. HORN, and Mr. FOLEY to offer an
amendment to increase funding for the Hous-
ing Opportunities for Persons with AIDS by
$18 million dollars. I know many of my col-
leagues will ask why this one program, out or
many others that were cut or also ‘‘level’’ fund-
ed deserves an increase, and I hope we can
effectively explain why. You have supported
us in the past—by ensuring that HOPWA
maintained its funding last year.

And this past winter, you overwhelmingly
voted for our amendment to increase the au-
thorization amount for the HOPWA program.
We need your support again now.

We have made great strides in the treat-
ment of AIDS. New medications have in-
creased life expectancy by years, even after
the onset of full-blown AIDS. Currently, there
are about one million American living with HIV
and AIDS. More than 200,000 of these cur-
rently need housing assistance. Additionally,

60% of people with HIV/AIDS and their fami-
lies will need housing assistance at some
point during their illness.

The HOPWA program provides rental as-
sistance, mortgage assistance, utility payment
assistance, information on low-income housing
opportunities and technical support and assist-
ance with planning and operating community
residences. These important services assist
individuals and families financially—not forcing
them to choose between housing and medi-
cine. Currently, HOPWA benefits 52,000 peo-
ple in 415,000 housing units. HOPWA is the
only federal housing program addressing the
housing crisis facing people living with AIDS.

The housing provided by HOPWA allows
people to improve the quality of their lives and
access life-extending care.

With a longer life span comes the need for
more assistance, both in medical care and
housing. Life-saving drugs are costly, forcing
many people to decide between essential
medicines and other necessities—such as
food and housing. No person should have to
choose between extending their life or keeping
a roof over their head. And the fact is, without
adequate housing and nutrition; it is extremely
difficult for individuals to benefit from the new
treatments.

Longer life spans mean less space in
HOPWA programs. Additionally, since 1995,
the number of Metropolitan areas and states
qualifying for HOPWA formula grants has in-
creased significantly.

In fact, 4 new regions are to be added this
next year. The result of these two factors
means that level-funding HOPWA at $260 mil-
lion will mean cutting the program. The current
funds will need to stretch further. Let me give
you an example from my home state. In Fiscal
Year 2000, New York State received 3.25 mil-
lion in HOPWA funding. In Fiscal Year 2001,
with level funding, New York State will only re-
ceive $3.1 million. This will result in a loss of
services. In fact, HUD informs me that 5,170
fewer people with HIV/AIDS will be receiving
assistance. Let’s make this real—this means
the over 5,000 people and their families will be
living on the streets. Housing is essential to
help individuals with treatments for this dis-
ease.

This year’s appropriations limits make it very
difficult to find an offset for any increase. My
colleagues and I do not want to take money
away from any program. But when confronted
with the reality that over 5000 individuals and
their families in New York State will be living
on the street, we need to make a way. My col-
leagues and I have proposed an $18 million
offset from the National Science Foundation’s
Polar and Antarctic Research Program. I want
to make it clear that I am not opposed to
science research and understand the value it
can have on our lives and the future of the
human race. However, the Polar and Antarctic
research program is coordinated by NSF but
has 12 other federal agencies also contrib-
uting funds over $150 million.

We ought to be farsighted in looking at
problems in our global atmosphere and sci-
entific research, but we must not be so short-
sighted that we harm the citizens of this coun-
try in our efforts. I am not saying that NSF’s
programs are not worthwhile, but we need to
have compassion for those people who strug-
gle to live each day with AIDS. They need our
assistance and we cannot leave them out in
the cold.
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Let’s show compassion. Vote for the Nadler-

Shays-Crowley-Horn-Cummings-Foley.
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chairman, I

rise in opposition to the amendment proposed
by the gentleman from New York, which would
reduce funding for polar research at the Na-
tional Science Foundation by $18 million and
increase funding at Housing and Urban Devel-
opment by a like amount.

I would suggest to the gentleman from New
York that if he seeks to increase funding for
housing people with AIDS, he could find the
resources within HUD’s nearly $30 billion ap-
propriation. This agency is far better able to
accommodate the amendment’s purpose
through efficiencies than by cutting NSF, an
agency having a budget that is a small fraction
of HUD’s appropriation.

Cutting the appropriation for the Nation’s
premier science agency, as the gentleman
from New York proposes, is ill-advised. The
Congress has affirmed the importance of an
active U.S. presence in Antarctica. Stable
funding for polar programs is necessary be-
cause of the long lead time required for these
operations. If this amendment passes, funding
probably will have to be shifted from basic re-
search programs to support polar operations
already in the pipeline.

As the White House recently pointed out in
its June 15, 2000 press release, any cuts to
the NSF budget would put the ‘‘new economy’’
at risk. The basic research NSF funds in the
biological and other sciences is a vitally impor-
tant part of the overall Federal research port-
folio, adding to our store of knowledge in valu-
able, and often unpredictable ways.

Mr. Chairman, we can all sympathize with
the plight for those who have contracted AIDS,
but I do not think that it is in their best inter-
ests to cut funding for our premier basic re-
search agency that may one day help provide
the underlying research needed to find a cure
for this and other debilitating diseases.

The House should reject Mr. NADLER’s
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment. The gen-
tleman from New York proposes to reduce
funding for the National Science Foundation
by $18 million in order to increase funding at
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment by the same amount. This is a re-
markably short-sighted idea.

This appropriations bill adds $4 billion to
HUD’s already $25.8 billion budget for
FY2000—that’s an increase that represents
more than NSF’s total budget. To this in-
crease, the gentleman wishes to add $18 mil-
lion raided from NSF’s significantly smaller ap-
propriation.

This House has continually recognized the
important role NSF and basic research have
played in our Nation’s economic and techno-
logical development. Research funded by
NSF, including research at the poles, has led
to the development of new pharmaceuticals
and new diagnostic and therapeutic tools that
have preserved and protected the health of
people worldwide. Our understanding of vi-
ruses, of pathogens, of carcinogens, has been
aided immeasurably by the type of basic re-
search NSF enables. This is a fact not lost on
the current Administration, which pointed out
in a press release last week that cuts to NSF
will put at risk ‘‘longer, healthier lives for all
Americans.’’

While I commend my colleague for the in-
tent of his amendment, I must take issue with

its effect. Moving this funding from a well-run
agency like NSF to one with a history of mis-
management like HUD sends the wrong mes-
sage to all federal agencies. It’s worth noting
a GAO report issued last summer taking HUD
to task for its management deficiencies. The
report noted significant weaknesses in internal
control, unreliable information and financial
management systems, organizational defi-
ciencies, and staff without proper skills. GAO
concluded that ‘‘HUD’s programs are a high-
risk area’’ based on ‘‘the status of [these] four
serious, long-standing Department-wide man-
agement deficiencies that, taken together,
have placed the integrity and accountability of
HUD’s programs at high risk since 1994.’’

In that light perhaps the gentleman should
look within HUD’s $30 billion appropriation to
find the offsets his amendment requires, rather
than force cuts in the Nation’s premier science
agency. I urge the House to reject this amend-
ment.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to work with my colleagues to bring
forth such an important amendment to in-
crease funding for Housing Opportunities for
People with Aids (HOPWA).

For individuals with AIDS and other HIV-re-
lated illnesses, adequate and safe housing
can be the difference between a person’s op-
portunity to live life with self-respect and dig-
nity and being relegated to a life of poor,
unhealthy and safe conditions often leading to
homelessness and possibly death.

At any given time, 1⁄3 to one-half of those
living with HIV-related illnesses are either
homeless or in imminent danger of losing
housing. And 60% of these persons will face
a housing crisis at some time during their ill-
ness due to discrimination and increased med-
ical expenses. Moreover, as their health de-
clines, persons with HIV-related illnesses may
lack the ability to work or at least to earn up
to their full potential, leaving them vulnerable
to either not being able to find appropriate
housing or losing their housing.

Sadly, this problem disproportionately im-
pacts low-income communities where home-
lessness is often a paycheck away. And the
CDC has estimated, in past studies, that HIV
infection rates are 24% among the homeless,
and in some urban areas as high as 50%.

HOPWA is the only, federal housing pro-
gram designed to address his crisis. 90% of
HOPWA funds are distributed by HUD to cities
and states that are hardest hit with the AIDS
pandemic. These jurisdictions then determine
how best to utilize the funding to meet locally-
determined housing needs and services for
persons living with HIV-related illnesses, such
as short-term housing, rental assistance,
home care services, and community resi-
dences.

In 1998, HUD estimated that for each addi-
tional $1 million in HOPWA funding, an addi-
tional 269 individuals and families living with
HIV and AIDS would have access to vital
housing and housing-related services. More-
over, HOPWA funding has been demonstrated
to reduce emergency health care expenses by
$47,000 per person.

Consequently, increased HOPWA funding is
critical. As the number of AIDS cases con-
tinues to rise, the ability for localities to ad-
dress increased housing needs must keep
pace. Without significant increases, we will
continue to fight a losing battle that no other
federal program can combat. While Section 8

housing waiting lists swell, other programs
prove more politically popular than those ad-
dressing AIDS, and persons with HIV/AIDS
are discriminated against, housing opportuni-
ties created specifically for these individuals
are crucial.

As such, I urge my colleagues to support
the Nadler-Shays-Crowley-Horn-Cummings-
Foley HOPWA amendment to increase FY
2001 funding by $18 million to level of $250
million.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER).

The amendment was agreed to.
The Clerk will read.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FORBES

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FORBES:
Page 29, line 24, after the dollar amount,

insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$16,000,000)’’.

Page 36, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$20,000,000)’’.

Page 37, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$78,000,000)’’.

Page 37, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$69,000,000)’’.

Page 38, line 2, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$9,000,000)’’.

Page 52, after line 6, insert the following
new sections:
REDUCED DOWNPAYMENT REQUIREMENTS FOR

LOANS FOR TEACHERS AND UNIFORMED MUNIC-
IPAL EMPLOYEES.
SEC. 207. (a) IN GENERAL.—Section 203(b) of

the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(b))
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘‘(11) REDUCED DOWNPAYMENT REQUIRE-
MENTS FOR TEACHERS AND UNIFORMED MUNIC-
IPAL EMPLOYEES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding para-
graph (2), in the case of a mortgage described
in subparagraph (B)—

‘‘(i) the mortgage shall involve a principal
obligation in an amount that does not exceed
the sum of 99 percent of the appraised value
of the property and the total amount of ini-
tial service charges, appraisal, inspection,
and other fees (as the Secretary shall ap-
prove) paid in connection with the mortgage;

‘‘(ii) no other provision of this subsection
limiting the principal obligation of the
mortgage based upon a percentage of the ap-
praised value of the property subject to the
mortgage shall apply; and

‘‘(iii) the matter in paragraph (9) that pre-
cedes the first proviso shall not apply and
the mortgage shall be executed by a mort-
gagor who shall have paid on account of the
property at least 1 percent of the cost of ac-
quisition (as determined by the Secretary) in
cash or its equivalent.

‘‘(B) MORTGAGES COVERED.—A mortgage de-
scribed in this subparagraph is a mortgage—

‘‘(i) under which the mortgagor is an indi-
vidual who—

‘‘(I) is employed on a full-time basis as:
(aa) a teacher or administrator in a public or
private school that provides elementary or
secondary education, as determined under
State law, except that elementary education
shall include pre-Kindergarten education,
and except that secondary education shall
not include any education beyond grade 12;
or (bb) a public safety officer (as such term
is defined in section 1204 of the Omnibus
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Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968
(42 U.S.C. 3796b), except that such term shall
not include any officer serving a public agen-
cy of the Federal Government); and

‘‘(II) has not, during the 12-month period
ending upon the insurance of the mortgage,
had any present ownership interest in a prin-
cipal residence located in the jurisdiction de-
scribed in clause (ii); and

‘‘(ii) made for a property that is located
within the jurisdiction of—

‘‘(I) in the case of a mortgage of a mort-
gagor described in clause (i)(I)(aa), the local
educational agency (as such term is defined
in section 14101 of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 8801))
for the school in which the mortgagor is em-
ployed (or, in the case of a mortgagor em-
ployed in a private school, the local edu-
cational agency having jurisdiction for the
area in which the private school is located);
or

‘‘(II) in the case of a mortgage of a mort-
gagor described in clause (i)(I)(bb), the juris-
diction served by the public law enforcement
agency, firefighting agency, or rescue or am-
bulance agency that employs the mort-
gagor.’’.

(b) DEFERRAL AND REDUCTION OF UP-FRONT
PREMIUM.—Section 203(c) of the National
Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1709(c)(2)) is
amended—

(1) in paragraph (2), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘Not-
withstanding’’ and inserting ‘‘Except as pro-
vided in paragraph (3) and notwithstanding’’;
and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘‘(3) DEFERRAL AND REDUCTION OF UP-FRONT
PREMIUM.—In the case of any mortgage de-
scribed in subsection (b)(11)(B):

‘‘(A) Paragraph (2)(A) of this subsection
(relating to collection of up-front premium
payments) shall not apply.

‘‘(B) If, at any time during the 5-year pe-
riod beginning on the date of the insurance
of the mortgage, the mortgagor ceases to be
employed as described in subsection
(b)(11)(B)(i)(I) or pays the principal obliga-
tion of the mortgage in full, the Secretary
shall at such time collect a single premium
payment in an amount equal to the amount
of the single premium payment that, but for
this paragraph, would have been required
under paragraph (2)(A) of this subsection
with respect to the mortgage, as reduced by
20 percent of such amount for each succes-
sive 12-month period completed during such
5-year period before such cessation or pre-
payment occurs.’’.

HYBRID ARMS

SEC. 208. (a) IN GENERAL.—Section 251 of
the National Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–16)
is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by inserting ‘‘IN GEN-
ERAL.—’’ after ‘‘(a)’’;

(2) by striking subsection (b) and inserting
the following new subsection:

‘‘(b) DISCLOSURE.—In the case of any loan
application for a mortgage to be insured
under any provision of this section, the Sec-
retary shall require that the prospective
mortgagee for the mortgage shall, at the
time of loan application, make available to
the prospective mortgagor a written expla-
nation of the features of an adjustable rate
mortgage consistent with the disclosure re-
quirements applicable to variable rate mort-
gages secured by a principal dwelling under
the Truth in Lending Act (15 U.S.C. 1601 et
seq.).’’;

(3) in subsection (c), by inserting ‘‘LIMITA-
TION ON INSURANCE AUTHORITY.—’’ after
‘‘(c)’’; and

(4) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘‘(d) HYBRID ARMS.—The Secretary may
insure under this subsection a mortgage
that—

‘‘(1) has an effective rate of interest that
shall be—

‘‘(A) fixed for a period of not less than the
first 3 years of the mortgage term;

‘‘(B) initially adjusted by the mortgagee
upon the expiration of such period and annu-
ally thereafter; and

‘‘(C) in the case of the initial interest rate
adjustment, shall be subject to the limita-
tion under clause (2) of the last sentence of
subsection (a) (relating to prohibiting annual
increases of more than 1 percent) only if the
interest rate remains fixed for 5 or fewer
years; and

‘‘(2) otherwise meets the requirements for
insurance under subsection (a) that are not
inconsistent with the requirements under
paragraph (1) of this subsection.’’.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development may imple-
ment section 251(d) of the National Housing
Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–16(d)), as added by sub-
section (a) of this section, in advance of rule-
making.

Mr. FORBES (during the reading).
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the amendment be considered
as read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I re-

serve a point of order on the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from South Carolina reserves a point of
order.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FORBES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, I rise
this evening offering an amendment to
deal with the housing crisis in the
United States. The costs of housing is
rising far faster than the average work-
ing family can afford. I propose an
amendment, first of all, that would
make it easier for police, fire fighters
and our public school teachers to get
an FHA loan. It would create a new
FHA adjustable-rate mortgage for all
people to use; and the revenues that
would be generated would help to fund
additional housing for people who are
disabled, the elderly, people with AIDS,
and the homeless.

This is a critically important issue,
not just to the people that I represent,
in suburban Long Island New York, but
across the country, where we have seen
the price of housing skyrocket.

Like other areas around the country,
they are plagued with high property
taxes and very expensive, ever-increas-
ing real estate prices. Despite the
booming economy, no place is it more
evident that the haves are doing better
and the have-nots are doing worse than
in the housing market.

Despite the booming economy, the
rents and real estate prices are simply
rising far faster than wages. The costs
of housing is clearly becoming more
elusive and further out of reach for the
middle class.

According to a study by the National
Low-income Housing Coalition, hous-

ing costs on Long Island, for example,
are the fourth highest in the country.
Just to be able to afford a two-bedroom
apartment on Long Island, a family
needs to have an average household in-
come of $45,000; and buying a home is
an even greater challenge, even for
middle-income families in Long Island,
and I believe most of the Nation. Sub-
urban America particularly is mired in
perhaps the worst affordable-housing
crisis ever.

Median home sales in Suffolk Coun-
ty, New York, run about $200,000; me-
dian home sales prices have shot up
from $134,000 to $160,000 in my county
alone over the last 5 years.
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I would reference a firefighter living

in Suffolk County, New York, Dennis
Currey, who is with the North
Patchogue Fire Department, and his fi-
ance, Michelle, who have been looking
for a house for months. They want a
modest three bedroom home so that
they can have room for Michelle’s son
and the child that they one day hope to
have, but the only houses they were
able to find were selling at best at
$170,000.

The down payment requirements
were staggering to them, and it would
have meant every bit of their savings
would have been taken up on the down
payment alone, with little money left
over to fix up this house that was sore-
ly in need of repair. So what are they
forced to do? They have to postpone
their dream. This fire fighter who dedi-
cates himself to protecting our com-
munity cannot afford to buy housing in
that same community.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest that
this is an issue that in previous times
has gotten overwhelming support from
this House. We have been honored,
frankly, to see that almost 400 Mem-
bers of this House have approved legis-
lation that would allow public servants
like our school teachers, our fire fight-
ers, and our police officers to get into
affordable housing with a minimum of
1 percent down. The fees generated,
which would amount to about $114 mil-
lion, would help pay for the extra hous-
ing needs that have been addressed at
various times during this debate.

The elderly, the disabled, the people
with AIDS, and the homeless would
benefit from these increased fees. We
would allow those who certainly work
for the betterment of our community,
who educate our children, who provide
for the safe and secure communities we
enjoy, we would allow these folks to
get into affordable housing.

I think this is a good initiative, and
I would ask that we have an oppor-
tunity, Mr. Chairman, to vote on this
measure.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina continue to re-
serve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in

support of the amendment.
Mr. Chairman, as I understand it,

this amendment is the same amend-
ment that we dealt with in committee
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which attempts to add housing for the
elderly, add housing for the disabled,
add housing for homeless assistance
grants and add housing opportunities
for people with AIDS.

The gentleman from New York in
this amendment is attempting to pay
for this amendment by taking three ac-
tions which the House has already en-
dorsed and which would in fact raise
money for the Treasury, which could
then be used to finance these amend-
ments.

Now, we have had objections raised
on this floor for 2 weeks that we did
not, in the amendments we were offer-
ing to these bills, provide proper offsets
to those amendments. We suggested
that those offsets ought to come from
the majority party’s over generous tax
package, over generous certainly in
what it provides for the very wealthi-
est of Americans.

This House has given away already,
just on the minimum wage bill alone,
this House has voted to provide $90 bil-
lion in tax relief to people who make
$300,000 a year or more. If this House
can do that, it ought to be willing to
get around a bookkeeping transaction
in order to provide assistance to some
of the folks who need it the most. Cer-
tainly these folks mentioned by the
gentleman from New York do.

Mr. Chairman, it is suggested that
this offset is out of order only because
it is not authorized. I would say that
that is the narrowest of technicalities,
Mr. Chairman, because this House has
already approved the legislation that
contains the same transactions, and, if
my memory is correct, or I should say
more accurately if my notes are cor-
rect, it was approved with 8 dissenting
votes and 417 in favor.

It seems to me Dick Bolling when he
was here, who is probably the greatest
legislator I ever served with, Dick
Bolling, always attacked the idea that
legislators were more focused on what
he called ‘‘legislative dung hills’’ than
they were policy issues. By that he
meant that Members often spent more
time defending committee jurisdiction
than they did defending the interests of
their constituents. It seems to me that
allowing this minor technicality to
stand in the way is doing just what
Dick Bolling derided so eloquently in
the years that he served in this House.

There is no public purpose to be
served by admitting that this author-
ization is not going to become law,
and, if that authorization becomes law,
the offsets which the gentleman is
talking about would be in perfect
order.

I would simply ask, can we not bend
even a little to help the people who are
most in need of shelter in this country?
If the answer is no, that is indeed re-
grettable. But this amendment is
something that we should do.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, I share the gentleman
from Wisconsin’s lack of interest in ju-

risdictional fights, but for those who
are inclined to disagree with us, I
should note that the committee of leg-
islative jurisdiction on this particular
set of offsets passed it unanimously, so
there is certainly no quarrel there, and
the gentleman from Wisconsin is cor-
rect, this is a technicality.

I do recognize the right of people
fairly to insist on technicalities, if
they are, in fact, people who have been
consistently technical. But the notion
of legislating in an appropriations bill,
my word, what will they think of next?
We have seen appropriations bills in
this Congress that had more legislation
than appropriation. Indeed, as you peo-
ple drop the appropriation, you in-
crease the legislation. It is kind of a
zero sum game.

Being accused by my Republican col-
leagues of legislating in an appropria-
tions bill is like being accused by Wilt
Chamberlain of being too tall. I mean,
it just boggles the mind that a party
which regularly legislates whenever it
wants to in an appropriations bill
would do this, and that is why the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin’s parliamen-
tary argument had such force.

We have a bill which has been sup-
ported by the authorizing committee
unanimously, which was overwhelm-
ingly supported on this floor, in fact, it
was amended somewhat on the floor.
There were some concerns raised by
the gentleman from Florida, who has
been a very diligent watchdog in the
interests of lower income people. So
the form in which it survived, it was
not some accident or some oversight, it
received a lot of work, a lot of com-
promise. In fact, we worked this one
out. And now to be told, well, we are
going to knock it out because it has
not yet completed the authorization
process is very hard to live with.

But I will make this proposition, be-
cause obviously a single Member has
the ability to pursue this, it could have
been protected by the Committee on
Rules, but the Committee on Rules ap-
parently had a rare fit of opposition to
legislating in an appropriations bill, so
they did not do this one. But by the
time this bill goes to House-Senate
conference, we will, I believe, have fin-
ished the authorization process.

So I guess I would say to the gen-
tleman from New York who has offered
an excellent amendment, and let us be
clear, the gentleman seeks to add funds
to programs of uncontested popularity
and moral worth, for helping the home-
less, for housing for the elderly. These
are programs which are overwhelm-
ingly supported by local governments,
by constituents, by the people who ben-
efit from them.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from South Carolina.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
would simply make the point that I
think that the charge that the gen-
tleman is laying is an incorrect one,
because we are really not talking about

the Republican Conference as a whole.
What we are talking about was that I
was one of the eight that happened to
vote against this when it came to the
floor. In the same way that you so
skillfully have used every arrow in es-
sence in the legislative quiver, this is
simply a way of blocking legislation
that I disagree with.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I ac-
cept that. I thank the gentleman, and
I would say, yes, the gentleman has
been consistent in this regard, so my
charge of inconsistency does not lie
against him. It is true, the gentleman
is the one individual Member who
raised that, and I appreciate that.

All the more reason though to say
when we get into the conference com-
mittee and when this comes back to
the floor, unless the gentleman’s num-
bers multiply more than I expect, and
unless 8 becomes twice 80, 3 times 80,
then this will be law. So we can ask, I
hope, if the only reason we are not
going to accept this now is the admi-
rable consistency of the gentleman
from South Carolina, he has been admi-
rable in his consistency and I appre-
ciate that, but if that is the only prob-
lem we have to adopting it now, I
would hope when this bill finally comes
before us as a real bill, and not the Hal-
loween fake skeleton that it is now is,
this amendment of the gentleman from
New York will be in it, and the gen-
tleman from New York’s proposals will
be accepted.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I yield
to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to point out also that the pay-fors
which the gentleman is trying to use in
this amendment in fact help additional
families, because the hybrid ARMs pro-
vision that the gentleman seeks to use
tonight would help about 55,000 more
families purchase houses in fiscal year
2001, and reducing FHA down payments
for teachers and uniformed municipal
employees would again increase the
volume of FHA single-family lending.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
FRANK) has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. FRANK of
Massachusetts was allowed to proceed
for 1 additional minute.)

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
certainly think in a period where Mr.
Greenspan and company have begun an
upward ratcheting of interest rates,
that we would be especially anxious to
do these things.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, I thank
the gentleman for making the point.
For those who may not be fully famil-
iar with our jargon, let me make the
point that ‘‘hybrid ARMs’’ referred to a
particular form of mortgage, and it is
not a hotel for people of uncertain gen-
ealogy.
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With the renewed hope that in con-

ference, once the point of order does
not lie, the very sensible prioritization
of the gentleman from New York will
survive, I yield back.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
continue to reserve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I had not planned on
speaking, but listening to the last
speaker, I think it was a good dialogue,
but the ranking minority member, my
friend the gentleman from Wisconsin
(Mr. OBEY) continually talks about tax
breaks for the rich.

The left, in any fashion, cannot even
stand or comprehend giving people
their money back. It is not your
money. To do that cuts power in this
place, the ability to rain money down
to different interest groups. It is just
wrong.

The tax break for the rich, when we
said the marriage penalty, people that
get married, I do not think there
should be a penalty for that. We do
things backwards in this country with
the IRS. I do not think we ought to tax
work. I do not think we ought to tax
savings. I think we ought to reward
those. I think we ought to tax con-
sumption. A different system.

The death tax, you know, I do not
mind someone owning the Ponderosa.
This country is so great, because you
can work hard and you can do any-
thing. Look at the people that have
achieved, primarily those that have an
advantage of education, but even the
immigrants that come to this country.
What a great country it is. I do not
mind someone having the Ponderosa.
As a matter of fact, I am excited about
it, because that is part of the American
dream. But my colleagues on the other
side would have Little Joe and Hoss
have to sell the Ponderosa because
they cannot afford to pay the taxes on
it.

The $500 deduction per child, that is
not for the rich, that is for families. We
pay too much taxes, and families are
struggling to support their children.
The Social Security tax, my colleagues
on the other side, they just could not
help themselves in 1993. They increased
the tax on Social Security, and we did
away with that. But yet that is a tax
for the rich and our senior citizens.
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After rhetoric and rhetoric and rhet-
oric, they said, in 1993, we want to give
tax relief to the middle class, tax relief
to the middle class, but yet the Demo-
crats gave us one of the highest tax in-
creases in the history of this country;
and again, they could not help them-
selves, they had to tax the middle class
as well. That was extra revenue for
their spending here. They increased the
tax on Social Security. Every dime out
of the Social Security Trust Fund,
they put up here and they used that

with the tax increase to increase
spending, and then they cut defense
$127 billion. We think that is wrong.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my col-
leagues on the other side, the rhetoric
of tax breaks for the rich, they may get
some of their people to believe it, but
it is not so. They know it and I know
it. They fought against the lock box for
Social Security because it is a political
issue, and we fought for a balanced
budget. Alan Greenspan said it would
cause lower interest rates, and in 1993,
the Democrats’ budget had deficits of
$200 billion and beyond, forever; and
they still increased spending and in-
creased taxes and took Social Security
money to even increase that and then
drove us further in debt.

Mr. Chairman, we have a vision. With
the balanced budget, locking up Social
Security and paying down the debt, we
pay nearly $1 billion a day on the na-
tional debt. Can we imagine, $1 billion
a day. Can we imagine what we can do
in this body without having a tax bur-
den on the American people and our
children and our grandchildren? I
mean, that is a vision worth going
after.

My colleagues fought against welfare
reform, the left did, because they want
to just keep dumping more money; and
on every single bill, my Democratic
colleagues would say, well, we could
fund this if it was not for the tax break
for the rich. They just cannot bring
themselves to give people their money
back. They have to spend it. Of course,
there is one area in which the left will
cut and that, of course, is defense in
many cases. We tried to protect Medi-
care and they used it as a political
pawn in the last election, but the
President overrode them and signed
the Medicare bill. The same thing with
Social Security and tax relief.

This exercise up here of the left for
the November elections is almost
laughable. One of the most difficult
things that we have to do, when we sit
up here and we try and get more dol-
lars to the classroom in education and
the left says oh, you are cutting edu-
cation; well, we actually increased edu-
cation. A good example is the Demo-
crats, the maximum they ever contrib-
uted to special education was 6 per-
cent. In 5 years, we got that, including
Medicaid, up to 18 percent. We in-
creased the budget $500 million this
year for special education, which none
of the Democrats, or very few of them
voted for, supported it; but yet they
say, the Republicans are cutting edu-
cation. That is rhetoric, the same as
tax breaks for the rich.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina continue to re-
serve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I think that there is a
lot of that rhetoric that ought to be
corrected, and I think we have an op-
portunity to do so.

I yield to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. OBEY).

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

We have heard a very interesting re-
write of history, and I would like to
give the facts rather than fiction.

Before Ronald Reagan came to office,
we never had a deficit larger than $70
billion. Then he ran through this Con-
gress a proposal which doubled mili-
tary spending at the same time that it
provided very large tax cuts. The re-
sult, we wound up with deficits ap-
proaching $300 billion, and we have
been trying to dig out from those defi-
cits for the last 18 years. Those deficits
have added almost $4 trillion to the Na-
tion’s indebtedness.

President Clinton proposed that we
change course, and he passed his budg-
et in 1993 with not a single Republican
vote in either House, and that budget
put us on the road to deficit reduction.
It was predicted at the time by the ma-
jority leader of the House and by the
Speaker of the House that it would
lead to record unemployment and a
doubling of deficits. Instead, it did just
the opposite, and anyone except fiction
readers and writers recognize that.

When George Bush walked out of the
White House, his prediction for the
deficits for that year was $323 billion. A
little different picture today. We now
have surpluses in very large amounts,
despite the fact that the Republican-
controlled Congress in each of the last
2 years actually appropriated more
money than President Clinton asked
for, and so now we have surpluses, and
the question is, what should we do with
them.

The Republican Party’s answer has
been that we should provide a min-
imum wage bill of $11 billion worth of
benefits to minimum wage workers,
tied to a tax cut of $90 billion for peo-
ple that make over $300,000 a year.
They have proposed eliminating the in-
heritance tax. They claim that they
are defending farmers and small busi-
ness. Only one out of every 6,000 bene-
ficiaries in that bill is a farmer or
small businessman. So in contrast to
our inheritance package, which would
have exempted inheritances of up to $4
million per family, they said no, take
off the whole lid. So they gave Bill
Gates a $6 billion break; they gave the
400 richest people in this country $200
billion in tax cuts over 10 years.

Now they begrudge us our effort to
provide this tiny little bit of housing
for the poorest people in this country,
paid for by an amendment that will
raise money by providing additional
housing for yet other people.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the
record is clear. It seems to me our obli-
gation is clear. We ought to pass this
amendment.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FORBES).

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, very
quickly, I thank the gentleman for
yielding. This is critically important. I
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mean, the gentleman from California
just a moment ago referenced the rich
and the poor. Well, let us look at these
public servants. Let us look at these
public school teachers who cannot af-
ford to buy a home in the community
where they teach. Let us look at the
firefighters who are protecting our
communities who cannot afford to buy
a home where they are protecting our
communities and our property and our
lives. Look at the police officers who
keep us safe and secure in our commu-
nities, and yet they cannot afford to
buy a home in that same community.

I think this is a critically important
need. As the gentleman from Wisconsin
referenced, we come to the floor with
the opportunity to do good for these
public sector employees and, at the
same time, raising the necessary rev-
enue from fees that are a part of the
FHA program that would further allow
the disabled, people with AIDS, the el-
derly, to get into homes. I applaud my
friend from New York, the chair of the
subcommittee and the members of the
subcommittee who, frankly, were
working against great odds and very
limited allocations.

But we have given them a way to
solve this particular problem. They can
allow school teachers, police officers
and firefighters to get into housing;
and at the same time, they can fill the
need that so many in this Congress who
have provided bipartisan support for
the need to provide additional housing
for the elderly, for people with AIDS,
and the disabled.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina continue to re-
serve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-

man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CUNNINGHAM).

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
nice spin from the left. I would tell my
colleague that in every case when the
Speaker was Newt Gingrich, he voted
every single time with the then major-
ity until the gentleman went to the
Democrat side.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will not. The
Contract with America the gentleman
supported; the gentleman supported
impeachment.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I will not yield.
Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, if the

gentleman from California (Mr.
CUNNINGHAM) is going to characterize
my record, I should be allowed to re-
spond.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
those are the gentleman’s actual votes.

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman is using a broad generalization.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN)
controls the time.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, in
every case, in most of the cases, the

gentleman voted with the majority;
but now it has changed.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to re-
spond to the spin on Ronald Reagan.
Ronald Reagan only had the Senate for
one term, and if we take a look at who
controls the spending in this place, it
is the Congress, not the President.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from
New Jersey yield for corrections? It is
the gentleman from New Jersey’s time.
Will the gentleman from New Jersey
yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I am yielding to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I
will be happy to yield in a minute.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I have a parliamentary in-
quiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Is it
not the person who controls the time
who has the right to yield?

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, in

the case of Ronald Reagan, it is the
Congress that controlled spending, not
the President.

The President talks about the econ-
omy and how good it is. He has not
passed a single budget since we took
over the majority, except in 1993 when
the Democrats controlled the House,
the White House, and the Senate. The
only mistake that I think that Ronald
Reagan made was that he did not veto
enough bills, but at that time the
Democrats had such a large majority,
it would have been difficult to override
a veto.

Mr. Chairman, it is the Congress that
spends, not the President. The Presi-
dent worked with the Congress, a Dem-
ocrat majority, to reduce taxes, just
like President Kennedy did, because
both President Kennedy and Ronald
Reagan knew that if we reduce taxes,
we are going to increase revenue into
the Treasury, and that is a fact. You
can try to dispute it, but it is a fact.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman from
New Jersey yield for disputing?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I will not yield, only to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
my colleagues will continually bash
Ronald Reagan; they will continually
say tax breaks for the rich, but it just
is not so. They can spend, they can try
and rewrite history, but it just will not
work. The fact is that the left cannot
stand tax relief, even if it is for the
middle class. They increased the mid-
dle-class tax in 1993, they increased the
tax on Social Security, they increased
the gas tax, they cut the military, they
even gave us a retroactive tax, if my
colleagues remember that. Not many
people remember that one.

We have tried to go back, and we
have reduced the Social Security tax;

we have given working families and
their children a $500 deduction. Capital
gains paid for itself; ask Alan Green-
span. It gives us lower interest rates,
putting Social Security into a lock
box; it helps us pay down the debt, the
national debt, which will take away
from our children the burden that is on
our backs. Yet my colleagues on the
other side, in every single one of these
bills, you watch, line item by line item,
they want to spend more money, spend
more money for this; and we could
spend this if it was not for the tax
break for the rich.

I can see my colleagues do not like
that, but it is the truth. Over and over
and over again, they cannot stand tax
relief. That is why they fought us on
the balanced budget; that is why they
fought us on welfare reform, because it
takes their ability to spend away.
When they spend and spend and spend
more than we have coming in, that
builds up the debt, and over a long pe-
riod of time, it has taken its toll.

Mr. Chairman, our vision is different.
We pay down the national debt, keep
the balanced budget going, and then we
will be able to really help the people of
this country by having a smaller, more
efficient government, and again, which
the left cannot stand.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield back my time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina continue to re-
serve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman
for yielding. I was disappointed that
the gentleman from New Jersey, when
we thought we were having some back
and forth, would not give us time.

b 2030
I did want to point out to the gen-

tleman from California that Ronald
Reagan had a Republican Senate for 6
of his 8 years. That is a fact that even
I believe the gentleman from California
would probably have a hard time dis-
puting. At no point was there ever in
the House a majority approaching an
override, so the notion that Ronald
Reagan was facing this overwhelmingly
Democratic Congress is one more fig-
ment of the imagination of the gen-
tleman from California.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the Forbes amendment.
Unlike the bill before us and many of
the amendments we have considered,
this amendment takes us in the right
direction. I know that the chairman
and the ranking member indeed were
working with constraints, but nonethe-
less, this bill takes us in the wrong di-
rection.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4758 June 20, 2000
I listened to the debate in the Mol-

lohan amendment. The Mollohan
amendment was timely and urgent. I
regret a point of order was raised
against it, and I regret my colleagues
raise a point of order against this
amendment.

It is for that reason that I intend to
oppose the bill. The bill does not go far
enough, deep enough. It is not about
spending but it is about the priorities
of the American people. It is not deep
enough in addressing the serious and
growing housing problem confronting
this Nation.

For some, Mr. Chairman, this is the
best of times. The United States is en-
joying the longest sustained period of
economic growth in the history of the
Nation. Despite these rosy economic
pictures, many are being left out. For
those, these are the worst of times.

For at least 20 years now, there has
been a troubling trend, a trend that af-
fects the very quality of life for most
Americans. It is an alarming and dis-
turbing trend because fewer Americans
can afford healthy meals, fewer can af-
ford health care, fewer can afford edu-
cation, fewer can afford decent housing
and other means to a better life.

Housing is basic. Housing affects
every person alive on the Earth, re-
gardless of gender, race, class, religion,
nationality, educational attainment,
or marital status. The lack of adequate
housing is a problem, but the lack of
affordable housing is even a greater
problem. A growing number of poor
households have been left to compete
for a shrinking supply of affordable
housing.

Some may find this surprising in
light of the economy. However, there
are many, many, almost 1.5 million,
who are said to be homeless in America
today.

A recent article in the Washington
Post described the high-tech homeless.
In its profile several individuals were
cited who were employed, in fact were
earning good salaries, and they found
themselves homeless because of the
high cost of housing where they live. It
is shocking. An executive in Silicon
Valley who was earning $125,000 annu-
ally, when he lost his job suddenly, he
was evicted from his apartment within
one month. Another woman who earns
$36,000 could not find affordable rental
housing for her and her family.

It seems that while 250,000 new jobs
have been created in Silicon Valley for
the past 10 years, only a little better
than 40,000 new housing units have
been constructed, leaving a fierce de-
mand and limited supply.

Recently there have been records in
mortgage interest rates, leaving many
people to believe that housing in the
United States is more affordable than
ever. That is not true. Despite the low
mortgage rate, fewer people are able to
afford to purchase homes. That is prin-
cipally because income growth for the
poor and the working poor has been
weak.

This group of Americans are called
cost-burdened, according to HUD. That

means they are spending more than 30
percent of their income for housing.
The poor and the working poor find
themselves on a treadmill going no-
where. While all the attention has been
placed on low interest rates and afford-
able mortgages, the spiralling costs of
rental housing has been completely ig-
nored.

There are actions we can seek to
begin to take, and we should do it in-
deed by accepting these amendments. I
want to put on record that the Con-
gressional Black Caucus has made a
pledge, and it is working in partnership
with the private sector, to help and in-
deed to promote 1 million new home-
owners in the next 5 years.

Our pledge was recently also rein-
forced by the Secretary of HUD, Sec-
retary Cuomo, who said he wanted to
build 750,000 new homeowners.

I know a point of order indeed will be
considered. I think we must oppose this
bill. It is wrong for America. It is mov-
ing in the wrong direction.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
continue to reserve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the amendment of my dear
friend and colleague, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FORBES) which
will help firefighters, public school
teachers, and police obtain better hous-
ing, affordable housing.

Every year the majority party
underfunds affordable housing. Every
year the President and Secretary
Cuomo are forced to negotiate for
every last family. Unfortunately, it
looks like we are headed down the
same road again. The VA-HUD bill is
cut $6.5 billion below the President’s
request, and the President would be
right to veto this bill.

Mr. Chairman, earlier my colleague,
the gentleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
OBEY), pointed out the record of this
administration in balancing the budget
deficits that haunted our country
throughout the 1980s, deficits created
during the Reagan years which he
pointed out reached $4 billion. But this
administration understands that the
way to balance the budget is not to
prevent low- and moderate-income peo-
ple from having access to homes.

One critical area that the bill is very
bad in is public housing. The bill cuts
public housing funds $120 million com-
pared to last year’s level. Nationally,
the average waiting list for Section 8
housing is more than 2 years. While the
administration proposed 120,000 new
Section 8 housing vouchers, this bill
merely holds out the possibility that
20,000 may be funded if some overly op-
timistic Section 8 recapture levels are
achieved.

This bill is especially hard on New
York City and New York State. In New
York City, the housing authority re-
ports that there are over 131,000 fami-

lies waiting for public housing. There
are over 216,000 waiting for Section 8.
These two lists combined is over 303,000
people who are waiting for low-income
affordable housing in New York City
alone, and this bill does them a great
disservice.

The turnover rate in housing in New
York is minuscule, 3.8 percent for pub-
lic housing and less than 5 percent for
Section 8. The only way to help needy
people and needy people across the
country find homes is to provide new
vouchers and fair funding for public
housing, and I would say the passage of
this amendment.

We also have a huge problem in New
York with expiring Section 8 contracts.
In my district this is affecting thou-
sands of people. In recent years I have
been successful in working with HUD
to preserve some of this housing
through the mark to market programs.
Thanks to HUD funding, thousands of
people living in Renwick Gardens and
209 East 36th Street complexes in my
district retained their Section 8 hous-
ing.

Today my biggest concern is the Ma-
rine Terrace complex in Queens, where
again Section 8 contracts have run out
for thousands of families and thou-
sands of families may lose their homes.

Mr. Chairman, we keep hearing about
compassionate conservativism in the
press, but there is no compassion in
this bill. Programs under VA-HUD ben-
efit some of our Nation’s most needy
citizens, and this bill does them wrong.
This bill provides no new increased
funds for elderly housing, for homeless
assistance grants, for housing oppor-
tunity for people with AIDS, or for Na-
tive American block grants.

The record of this Congress on hous-
ing matters is exceptionally poor for
New York State, New York City, and I
would say the entire country over the
past 6 years. In fact, this bill funds
homeless prevention programs at a
level 21 percent lower in real terms
than 6 years ago, when the Democrats
were in the majority. Elderly housing
is funded 53 percent lower than 6 years
ago, public housing is 27 percent less
than 6 years ago, and home ownership
counseling is funded 70 percent less
than 6 years ago.

Mr. Chairman, the people who benefit
from these programs do not have high-
paying lobbyists representing them
with these secret 527 groups pushing
their special interests. They are simply
needy Americans who need housing as-
sistance.

So I call on my colleagues to support
my colleague’s bill, which is doing
something to help affordable housing
across the country, but overall, this
bill hurts housing. It is a bad record. It
has been a bad record for housing for
the past 6 years. I urge my colleagues
to support my colleague’s amendment,
but the overlying bill is just plain bad
policy, especially in a time when we
have surpluses.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
continue to reserve his point of order?
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Mr. SANFORD. Yes, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I have had the privi-
lege of serving as ranking member of
the Subcommittee on VA, HUD, and
Independent Agencies under the service
of our very distinguished and able
chairman, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH) for a year, and this
is my second year.

It has been a distinct pleasure to
serve with the chairman and serve
under the chairman as he has processed
these bills, and as I said in my opening
remarks, he has been extremely fair
and responsive to the minority as we
have worked through them.

One of the areas of the bill that I
have been very impressed about his
support for is the area of the bill that
we now are debating, which we are de-
bating, the HUD section. He has been a
real advocate on the committee, and
exercised his leadership role to the ad-
vantage of public housing and all the
programs that this amendment really
speaks to.

I have to conclude from that that the
chairman overall, and not speaking
specifically about any particular provi-
sion, supports this idea of funding
these programs that we were not able
to fund at the President’s request.

The other gentleman from New York
(Mr. FORBES), I am extremely im-
pressed with the amendment he has
come up with here. He has not only ex-
pressed his concern for our level of
funding, an inadequate level of funding
for housing for the elderly, for housing
for the disabled, for homeless assist-
ance grants.

He has not only expressed his con-
cern with it and come up with dollar
increases for it, but he has done what
many amendments, including my
amendment, did not do tonight: He has
come up with the funding for it. It is
an excellent source of funding. I think
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FORBES) is to be commended for his in-
genuity here. He has taken a piece of
legislation that we have passed on the
House floor, H.R. 1776, the American
Home Ownership and Economic Oppor-
tunity Act, and taken provisions out of
that to fund this bill, to find $114 mil-
lion in the first year.

What is significant about that? What
is significant about it is that the House
has already expressed its attitude
about the provisions of this legislation.
We passed this act in the House on
April 6 of this year by a vote of 417 to
8, so the House has already expressed
its will on the authorizing provisions
that the gentleman from New York
(Mr. FORBES) is offering to fund the in-
creases in these worthy housing pro-
grams that I support and I have to
imagine the majority supports.

I want to commend the gentleman
for that and speak in particular favor
of it, because all that has to happen for
us to have the increase in housing for
the elderly up to the President’s re-

quest of $779 million, all that has to
happen to increase funding for Section
8–11 housing for the disabled up to the
President’s request to $210 million, and
to increase homeless assistance grants,
which is desperately needed, by $20 mil-
lion, would be for the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) to re-
lease his point of order on this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I would suggest if that
were to occur and we had no other ob-
jection raised we would be affirming, if
you will, a vote that has already oc-
curred in the House, as I say, on April
6. With an overwhelming majority 417
to 8, the Members of this body ap-
proved the funding mechanisms that
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
FORBES) is suggesting to fund this, if
the gentleman from South Carolina
would release his point of order.

If he did that, we would be funding
these accounts, authorizing the provi-
sions in the appropriation bill, doing
what the House wanted to do with the
American Home Ownership and Eco-
nomic Development Act, do what the
National Association of Realtors is
asking us to do, to authorize these pro-
visions, and at the same time increas-
ing funding to the President’s request
in some cases, and in some cases, like
the homeless, providing $20 million
more to programs that are extremely
worthy.

I would ask the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) if he
would release his point of order and we
could move forward and, perhaps on a
real bipartisan basis, approve the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. FORBES) to fund
these projects.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD)
continue to reserve his point of order?

Mr. SANFORD. Unfortunately, I do,
Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman re-
serves his point of order.

b 2045

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, just to respond to my
colleague, I would simply say that my
colleague from New York and, frankly,
a lot of other colleagues both on the
Democratic and Republican side of the
aisle have been very consistent in their
advocacy, whether it is for helping fire
fighters or policemen or teachers; and I
admire that. I really do.

My contention and the reason I raise
this point of order tonight is simply
tied to a belief, again, I was outvoted
on this, but a belief that our Founding
Fathers set up a rule of law based on
equality under the law.

Any time that I see a fire fighter and
a policeman and a teacher, all of whom
do great benefit to our society, I also
have to ask, well, does a welder do
great benefit to our society, or does a
private school teacher do great benefit
to our society, or does a nurse working

for a private hospital do great benefit
to our society. I believe that they, too,
help out. They are not in the public
sector, but they do make a contribu-
tion to the society.

So my objection is solely based on
the idea of equality under the law, and
that is the reason I would insist on my
point of order.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SANFORD. Certainly I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to say that I
raise the question about the legitimacy
of the point of order. I want to make it
very clear the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SANFORD), given his in-
tellectual honesty, has every right to
raise a point of order. I would just say
this, any Member who, unlike other
Members, sticks by his term limits
pledge is entitled to raise this point of
order.

POINT OF ORDER

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Chairman, I raise
a point of order. Reluctantly, I raise it,
not against the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FORBES), but against the un-
derlying amendment in that it directly
amends existing law in several respects
in violation of clause 2 of rule XXI spe-
cifically.

The CHAIRMAN. Does anyone wish
to be heard on the point of order?

The Chair is prepared to rule.
The Chair finds that this amendment

directly amends existing law. The
amendment, therefore, constitutes leg-
islation. The point of order is sus-
tained. The amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

RURAL HOUSING AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

For the Office of Rural Housing and Eco-
nomic Development in the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, $20,000,000
to remain available until expended, which
amount shall be awarded by June 1, 2001, to
Indian tribes, State housing finance agen-
cies, State community and/or economic de-
velopment agencies, local rural nonprofits
and community development corporations to
support innovative housing and economic de-
velopment activities in rural areas: Provided,
That all grants shall be awarded on a com-
petitive basis as specified in section 102 of
the HUD Reform Act.
AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF

FLORIDA

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 36 offered by Mrs. MEEK of
Florida:

Page 30, after line 14, insert the following
new items:

URBAN EMPOWERMENT ZONES

For grants in connection with a second
round of the empowerment zones program in
urban areas, designated by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development in fiscal
year 1999 pursuant to the Taxpayer Relief
Act of 1997, $150,000,000 to the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development for ‘‘Urban
Empowerment Zones’’, including $10,000,000



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4760 June 20, 2000
for each empowerment zone for use in con-
junction with economic development activi-
ties consistent with the strategic plan of
each empowerment zone, to remain available
until expended.

RURAL EMPOWERMENT ZONES

For grants for the rural empowerment zone
and enterprise communities programs, as
designated by the Secretary of Agriculture,
$15,000,000 to the Secretary of Agriculture for
grants for designated empowerment zones in
rural areas and for grants for designated
rural enterprise communities, to remain
available until expended.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) reserves a
point of order.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment is an amendment
that would include $150 million to
Round II Urban Empowerment Zones
and $415 million to Rural Empower-
ment Zones, the full amount proposed
in the President’s budget for fiscal year
2001. It would serve as a down payment
on the funds which were promised and
have been due to Round II funds.

I realize, Mr. Chairman, that this
amendment does not include an offset.
We hear a lot on this floor about off-
sets. I think we hear too much of that.
We are hearing it because it is an intel-
lectual cop-out that we use when we do
not want to fund something.

But I am pleading with this body to
understand the importance of the Em-
powerment Zone. It is a major eco-
nomic development initiative designed
to revitalize deteriorating urban and
rural communities. Its purpose is to
create jobs and business opportunities
in the most economically distressed
areas of the inner city and rural heart-
land.

The growth of the economy has by-
passed these communities. Take my
home county of Miami-Dade. We were
given a designated Empowerment Zone,
and the unemployment rate is 15 per-
cent, and the poverty rate is 48 per-
cent. Clearly, trickle-down economics
is not working for these communities.

The Empowerment Zone discussion
in this Congress is a well-kept secret.
No one talks about it. No one wants to
discuss it. Yet, there are Empowerment
Zones in Round II that have been des-
ignated for many communities of peo-
ple who are on this floor, who have
promised and told their constituents
that they would get Empowerment
Zones: Southwest Georgia; Riverside,
California; Boston, Massachusetts; Cin-
cinnati, Ohio; St. Louis, Missouri;
Knoxville, Tennessee; New Haven, Con-
necticut; Columbus, Ohio, are just a
few of them. The one in Miami is in my
district. The growth of the economy
has bypassed these districts.

These distressed communities will
benefit enormously by a strong and
committed Federal investment that
leverages private sector dollars. This is
not government money alone. They le-
veraged private sector dollars. In fact,
the comparatively modest Federal in-

vestment of $1.5 billion over 8 years for
the 15 urban Round II Empowerment
Zones alone will generate an additional
$17 billion in local investment, 35 per-
cent of which will be contributed by
the private sector, Mr. Chairman.

These are important zones. I want
my colleagues to know that Empower-
ment Zone designation is not an easy
process. Distressed communities had to
work long and hard before being des-
ignated as Empowerment Zones. It is a
very competitive process. The prospect
of having an Empowerment Zone
brings together all segments of the
community, public and private.

Every year that we do not fully fund
Round II Empowerment Zones, the
harder it becomes to get these coali-
tions together. Imagine, Mr. Chairman,
bringing the private sector to the
table, working with public entities, and
planning for an Empowerment Zone;
yet when it is time to have them fund-
ed, it is a very solid issue.

I know firsthand about the process. I
cochair, along with the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-BALART), the
Empowerment Zone Committee for
Miami. We spent many months and
countless hours working with the local
government, businesses, community
development corporations, and commu-
nity leaders preparing the Empower-
ment Zone application. When we were
finally chosen, there was no funding.
That was a cruel joke for the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. DIAZ-
BALART) and myself for Round II Em-
powerment Zones.

A key element of the program for
Round I participants was Federal fund-
ing, the Federal Government came
through with that, made available
through the Title XX Social Service
Block Grant Program. Mandatory So-
cial Service Block Grant funds provide
a consistent and reliable source.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK)
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, getting the funding for the Round
II Empowerment Zones has been impos-
sible. Last year, the VA-HUD appro-
priations bill for fiscal year 2000 in-
cluded $3.6 million for each Round II
Empowerment Zone instead of the ex-
pected $10 million for the first year.

Recently, in the agreement an-
nounced by the White House and the
Speaker, funding was again promised
as a part of the deal, not to mention a
third round of Empowerment Zones.

I am just asking this committee and
this House to keep faith with the prom-
ise they have made to the American
people for Empowerment Zones, and
working very hard toward trying,
through this process, to do what is
right, to fund these zones.

Mr. Chairman, we must finish the
work which we have begun and fund
these Empowerment Zones. I ask the
Members to vote positive for my

amendment because it is a people’s
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order.

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman, I

move to strike the last word.
Mr. Chairman, I would like to tell

the gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
MEEK) that many of us on this side of
the aisle, reaching way back in history
to Jack Kemp, when Jack Kemp talked
about Enterprise Zones and reducing
the burden, what we found in the inner
cities is that a lot of the businesses
left, crime erupted because the busi-
nesses left because of crime; and then
it became a vicious cycle of welfare
and drugs and the rest of the things.
People had no place to work.

In Los Angeles, during the riots, the
Enterprise Zone worked very good be-
cause many of those small businesses,
already depressed, produced no rev-
enue. It put people out of work. They
were then drawing welfare or unem-
ployment. Instead, then Governor Pete
Wilson set up Enterprise Zones to re-
duce the taxes on those particular
areas so that they would have a chance
to start. Guess what, those small busi-
nesses came back with reduced tax
rates. They hired people. So instead of
drawing welfare or unemployment, it
put working people to work.

The Enterprise Zone, or I am not
sure of the Empowerment Zone, but I
would imagine it is very simple, and it
worked very, very well. I do not know,
but I would think that that would be
under the Committee on Ways and
Means. I am not sure if it is under the
jurisdiction of this committee or not
since it deals with taxes, but maybe
the gentlewoman from Florida is talk-
ing about something different. But the
concept of going in and helping people
to help themselves is a good one.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing to me. The Empowerment Zone
concept is a well-kept secret. In terms
of what committee of reference it
should preside, it is hard to say in that,
since we have been relegated, been
given an Empowerment Zone, I do not
think any committee has dealt with it,
particularly with the Round II short-
changes we have had.

I thank the gentleman for really let-
ting the Congress understand what Em-
powerment Zones do, because if they
are funded, they can bring the commu-
nity together. It is one of the strongest
economic development initiatives, and
I wish we could fund it.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) continue
to reserve his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Reluctantly, Mr. Chair-
man, I do.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words to speak briefly in support of the
amendment to increase the funding
committed for Empowerment Zones.
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But I also want to say the value of

the gentlewoman’s amendment is far
understood. I ask the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) to enter into
a colloquy with me.

My understanding is there was an ap-
propriation both for urban and rural.
Since I come from rural America, I can
tell the gentlewoman that we need to
have the tax incentives to stimulate
the economic development.

I was in New York over the weekend
like the gentlewoman from Florida was
and saw the impact of an Empower-
ment Zone which had become an eco-
nomic engine using high-tech and Bell
Atlantic to generate jobs. To have that
kind of partnership between the public
and the private sector, the city, the
State, and the Federal Government
working together, I think it was an ex-
cellent example, some of the best prac-
tices how we can have economic devel-
opment.

Now, coming from rural America, I
want to see that, whatever increase
comes, it would also have an oppor-
tunity for those of us who live in rural
America because we have been short-
changed by this economy, short-
changed by sometimes the appropria-
tion; and we do not want to be left out
of the formula.

I support the concept and support the
gentlewoman’s amendment, but I want
to make sure that I heard that rural
America had the same opportunities.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK).

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Yes, Mr
Chairman. I think the gentlewoman
from South Carolina is right. There is
just as much opportunity in rural areas
as in urban areas. They have the same
needs for economic development. The
gentlewoman has been a strong pro-
ponent of rural housing since she has
been here. What any better way than to
have an appointment as an Empower-
ment Zone.

I also want the gentlewoman to know
that the Round II Empowerment Zones
have many rural communities involved
in them. Many of them were enterprise
communities, but there were some who
had Empowerment Zones as well.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, did it include Em-
powerment Zone and enterprise com-
munity, both rural and urban areas?

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentlewoman will yield,
that is correct, both of them.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman,
Round II would have meant that they
would have continued those that were
in existence?

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. At the fund-
ing level they were promised, Mr Chair-
man.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, we
had one in our district, and I will tell
the gentlewoman they are suffering.
We had water and sewage provided, but
we have not had the second provision
for the enterprise community. We did
not get an Empowerment Zone.

But even the enterprise community
allowed us to bring water and sewer
and to entice economic development.
Now that they are almost ready, we do
not have that additional resource to
make sure we have the kind of infra-
structure that would attract the busi-
nesses to those communities. We do
not have the money for the staff capac-
ity. As the gentlewoman well knows,
the collaboration to make this hatch
requires a lot of people working to-
gether, and you need to have staff in
order to do that, and that is what we
are suffering from.
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Mrs. MEEK of Florida. If the gentle-
woman will continue to yield, I thank
her for her contribution, because she
has really applied the cause for enter-
prise zones in rural communities.

I am just hoping as we go along that
the chairman, in all of his work with
the committee and in conference and
with the ranking member, will work
forward to getting monies into em-
powerment zones and the enterprise
communities. They are both very wor-
thy causes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, if I entertain the
chairman in a colloquy, and I know the
chairman is committed, because I
know he is one of the most committed
persons to economic development and
housing. I know it pains him that he
cannot provide all these resources, but
does the gentleman still persist that he
must have a point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. CLAYTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I would
just respond to the gentlewoman that
the reason for this is because it is
clearly the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and we
cannot usurp that jurisdiction. It
would be a problem.

I have listened to the gentleman
from California (Mr. CUNNINGHAM)
speak and listened to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) speak. I am a
supporter of empowerment zones and
enterprise zones. I am a former city
council president. I am a city person. I
know the need and I know they are
needed in rural areas too. But we just
cannot encompass that in this bill. It
would also put us over our allocation
in violation of the Budget Act. So, re-
luctantly, I have to insist on the point
of order.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) state his
point of order.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
because it is in violation of section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974. The Committee on Appropria-
tions filed a suballocation of budget to-
tals for fiscal year 2001 on June 20, 2000.
This amendment would provide new
budget authority in excess of the sub-

committee suballocation made under
section 302(b) and is not permitted
under section 302(f) of the Act.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-

woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) wish
to be heard on the point of order?

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. No, I do not.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre-

pared to rule.
The Chair is authoritatively guided

by an estimate of the Committee on
the Budget, pursuant to section 312 of
the Budget Act, that an amendment
providing any net increase in new dis-
cretionary budget authority would
cause a breach of the pertinent alloca-
tion of such authority. The amendment
offered by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. MEEK) would, on its face, in-
crease the level of new discretionary
budget authority in the bill. As such,
the amendment violates section 302(f)
of the Budget Act. The point of order
is, therefore, sustained. The amend-
ment is not in order.

Ms. LEE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say first of
all that I am reminded tonight of the
fact that really the right to decent and
affordable housing should really be a
basic human right and this bill goes in
the opposite direction.

As a member of the Subcommittee on
Housing and Community Opportunity
of the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, I am acutely aware of
the enormous housing needs of our Na-
tion, and especially in the State of
California. Housing costs in northern
California, which I represent, are par-
ticularly alarming. Housing costs are
reaching astronomical heights and are
becoming increasingly impossible for
moderate wage earners to meet. The
working poor, the disabled, and our
senior citizens are in greater jeopardy
than ever.

Today, I talked to a constituent who
is a senior citizen in my district, and
who is in desperate need of housing.
She has been told that there are from
3 to 5 years in terms of a waiting list.
Now, that can be a lifetime for an el-
derly individual. If anyone needs con-
firmation of this crisis, I direct their
attention to the State of the Cities re-
port released by HUD this past Monday
in Seattle.

This report outlines the paradox be-
tween economic growth that is increas-
ing employment and homeownership
and the dramatic increases in rents and
housing prices. The report also notes
that over the 1997 to 1999 period, house
prices rose more than twice the rate of
inflation and rent increases exceeded
inflation for all 3 years. Furthermore,
among the top 10 markets that HUD
identifies as the hottest high-tech mar-
kets, house prices rose more than 18
percent in the last 2 years, and in 1999
rose by 27 percent. That is outrageous.

In this best of all economic times, de-
servedly celebrated as unusual in its
longevity, why are we now talking
about cutting out the bare necessities
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for those who absolutely cannot sur-
vive without help? Why are we cutting
the bare bones of housing and the eco-
nomic opportunities to really reach
some level of self-sufficiency?

We kick people off welfare and tell
them to be independent and we keep a
few scaffolds to hold them up until the
foundations and the pillars can be rein-
forced. With the cuts in this bill, we
are kicking out these few scaffolds and
supports that remain. So what do we
suppose will be the outcome?

Congress must do more than main-
tain the status quo with the under-
funded Section 8 program. Congress
should do better than ignore the mov-
ing to work program and dismissing
welfare to work vouchers. We can also
do better than underfunding elderly
and disabled assistance programs by
$78 million.

Mr. Chairman, the American Dream
is one of living in suitable and quality
homes. It rightfully gives us a serious
stake in this society. Having safe,
clean affordable housing really allows
us to have a solid place from which we
can accumulate some wealth, for those
who can afford to buy a home, to care
for our families, to send our kids to de-
cent schools and to invest in dreams
for the future. This bill really does
turn those dreams into nightmares.

This Congress is elected to serve ev-
eryone in this Nation, as well as to be
particularly attentive to our own con-
stituents. This bill is neither attentive
nor cognizant of the fact that millions
are homeless or live in substandard
housing. It also ignores the fact that
millions are living from paycheck to
paycheck or are neglecting other basic
needs, such as nutrition or health
needs, because of the high cost of hous-
ing. This bill really does not serve ev-
eryone. And I cannot in good con-
science, and I hope many of us here to-
night, will not vote for this and neglect
our constituents and other Americans.
Housing really should be a basic human
right.

So let us go back to the drawing
board and put forth a budget that val-
ues the housing requirements of the
poor, of our senior citizens, of the dis-
abled, of the homeless, of our working
men and women, who deserve a decent
and affordable place to live. That is the
right thing to do.

Mrs. JONES of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 4635, the VA-HUD Inde-
pendent Agencies appropriations bill. I
stand opposed to this bill because the
American people cannot stand here
today and demand to be heard. I stand
opposed to the bill’s funding levels be-
cause, in the midst of economic pros-
perity for many, others have been left
out of the process. We must provide
hope with support for children, families
and communities suffering all across
this Nation.

I cannot support this bill that turns
its back on the affordable housing cri-
sis in America. I cannot support a bill

that overlooks 5.3 million households,
or 12.5 million Americans, with serious
housing needs. Moreover, with the av-
erage waiting period for Section 8
vouchers or public housing units being
over 2 years, we cannot afford to wait.
We must provide relief to this ever
growing problem. We must provide in-
creased funding not only for affordable
housing and public housing but for el-
derly housing as well.

CDBG, the Community Development
Block Grants, were developed for those
with low to moderate incomes. Since
1974, CDBG has been the backbone of
communities. It has provided a flexible
source of grant funds for local govern-
ments to devote particular develop-
ment projects and priorities.

I am tired of hearing about Wall
Street’s prosperity. Let us see a little
prosperity running down East 105th
Street in Cleveland, which is in my dis-
trict. This bill cuts progress that would
come to communities via Community
Development Block Grant funds.

Within CDBG, this bill cuts $44 mil-
lion from Section 108 loan authority,
cuts every community development
program, and also cuts $275 million
from last year’s CDBG funding level.

Let us talk about homeownership
and affordable housing. Housing and
expanding homeownership is of great
concern to the 11th Congressional Dis-
trict. We must find solutions to provide
affordable housing for all. H.R. 4635
does not get us there.

This bill cuts the President’s housing
request by more than $2 billion. This
reduction denies the request for 120,000
new rental assistance vouchers, has a
$78 million cut in elderly and disabled
housing, and a $28 million cut in pro-
viding housing assistance for people
with HIV/AIDS. Shame on this Con-
gress if we do not provide the necessary
aid for those who need it most.

In addition to neglecting housing,
economic development is forgotten as
well, for this bill provides zero funding
for empowerment zones, zero funding
for APIC loan guarantees, cuts in the
New Markets Initiative, and a 20 per-
cent cut in funding for Brownfields re-
development.

This appropriations bill is a reverse
Robin Hood. Yes, it robs neighborhoods
all over this Nation. It robs commu-
nities that use CDBG funds for child
care, Meals on Wheels, and other com-
munity programs.

If we want to expand homeownership
opportunities, let us do it the right
way. Include funding for HOME fund-
ing, which funds low-downpayment
homeownership programs and afford-
able housing construction. This bill
cuts HOME funding by $65 million. Let
us fund housing counseling, which
helps in the fight against the growing
problem of predatory lending. This is
counseling which is needed across this
country as the predators continue to
prey on low-income persons who really
need counseling advice.

What is the reality here? The reality
is that this appropriation bill does an

injustice to Americans all over this Na-
tion who need help. We cannot con-
tinue on this road of denial and ne-
glect. We cannot in clear conscience
support H.R. 4635 and then move to the
upcoming celebration of independence
on July 4, for there are people who are
still not free: Homeless persons, those
without decent housing and living con-
ditions, and those living in deterio-
rating communities.

We must never forget the words in-
scribed at the Statute of Liberty:
‘‘Bring me your tired, your poor, your
huddled masses yearning to breathe
free.’’ Let us breathe free by being a
just Congress, a just House of Rep-
resentatives, a House of the people, by
the people and for the people.

Support housing, support community
development, support the elderly. Op-
pose H.R. 4635.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FUND

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For assistance to units of State and local
government, and to other entities, for eco-
nomic and community development activi-
ties, and for other purposes, $4,505,000,000:
Provided, That of the amount provided,
$4,214,050,000 is for carrying out the commu-
nity development block grant program under
title I of the Housing and Community Devel-
opment Act of 1974, as amended (the ‘‘Act’’
herein) (42 U.S.C. 5301), to remain available
until September 30, 2003: Provided, That
$67,000,000 shall be for flexible grants to In-
dian tribes notwithstanding section 106(a)(1)
of such Act, $3,000,000 shall be available as a
grant to the Housing Assistance Council,
$3,000,000 shall be available as a grant to the
National American Indian Housing Council,
and $39,500,000 shall be for grants pursuant to
section 107 of the Act: Provided further, That
$15,000,000 shall be transferred to the Work-
ing Capital Fund for the development and
maintenance of information technology sys-
tems: Provided further, That $20,000,000 shall
be for grants pursuant to the Self Help Hous-
ing Opportunity Program: Provided further,
That not to exceed 20 percent of any grant
made with funds appropriated herein (other
than a grant made available in this para-
graph to the Housing Assistance Council or
the National American Indian Housing Coun-
cil, or a grant using funds under section
107(b)(3) of the Housing and Community De-
velopment Act of 1974, as amended) shall be
expended for ‘‘Planning and Management De-
velopment’’ and ‘‘Administration’’ as defined
in regulations promulgated by the depart-
ment.
AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MRS. MEEK OF

FLORIDA

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 37 offered by Mrs. Meek of
Florida:

Page 30, line 20, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$395,000,000)’’.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the gentle-
woman’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) reserves a
point of order against the amendment.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H4763June 20, 2000
The gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs.

MEEK) is recognized for 5 minutes.
Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-

man, it is really heart wrenching and
heartbreaking when a point of order is
usually coming from the floor regard-
ing some of the things that people back
home do not even understand.

Someone who does not have housing,
someone who is living in a run-down di-
lapidated community knows nothing
about the nomenclature of this Con-
gress. That nomenclature includes off-
sets, it includes point of order, it in-
cludes authorize. All of those types of
terminology is based on a stalling tech-
nique to hold back growth in the cities.
Now, our cities are rundown, they are
dilapidated, and we need to do some-
thing about it. That is what Commu-
nity Development Block Grant money
is supposed to do.

Now, I have fought very hard on this
floor for CDBG funds. They are being
dissipated with everything but what
they were designed to do. Many times
that is by design. But, anyway, I want
to increase the funding in the bill for
Community Development Block Grant
programs, and I want to increase it by
$395 million to raise the funding level
in the bill to $4.9 billion. That is the
President’s request.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand my

amendment raises community develop-
ment funding only to the level of $4.9
billion. So we can see that my amend-
ment is a very reasonable compromise
that I am certain the subcommittee
chairman and my colleagues can en-
thusiastically support.

I also understand that there is no off-
set for this particular amendment. But
I want to raise the consciousness of
this Congress as well as to have them
realize that something has to be done
to improve Community Development
Block Grant funds.

I have a letter here, Mr. Chairman,
from the Conference of Mayors, in
which I am sure, just reading this,
there are more than 200 signatures on
this letter; and they are calling for a
community development funding level
of $5 billion.

We keep saying we want to return
the money back to the people. What is
any better way to return this money
we keep hearing about back to the peo-
ple? The $5 billion that we are asking
for will help these crumbling cities,
and it will keep us going in our cities
and in our rural communities, as well.

It is important to note that the bill’s
total for CDBG, $4.505 billion, is $95
million less than the $4.6 billion pro-
vided 6 years ago. Six years ago there
was more money provided for CDBG
than there is now. Think about it.
Someone is mathematically challenged
here. With 6 years of inflation, the cut
in CDBG purchasing power since fiscal
year 1995 is actually about 15 percent,
which is a huge cut in a program that
works so well and does so much good.

All of my colleagues realize and un-
derstand the CDBG program. It is one

of the most popular government pro-
grams. We keep saying we want to ade-
quately fund proven programs. CDBG is
a proven program. It provides commu-
nities with flexible funding to develop
and build housing and economic devel-
opment projects that primarily benefit
low and moderate income people.

Probably most of my colleagues have
CDBG projects in their district that
have either been completed or are
under way. CDBG funding has been pro-
vided locally. We are going back again
to sending the money back home. It is
not administered from here but back
home. Very often they are able to le-
verage it.

This is the right time, Mr. Chairman,
to increase Community Development
Block Grant appropriations to take ad-
vantage of this real strong economy.
What better time can we have that we
can leverage it than now?

My amendment, Mr. Chairman, pre-
sents a tremendous opportunity to help
this Nation’s poor. It is one of the first
tools that cities can turn to. When we
drive through Washington, Virginia,
wherever we go in this country, we will
see these low, run-down communities.

Why can we not build our commu-
nities? We have more money being sent
to foreign nations than we have trying
to build our distressed communities.
There is something wrong with that,
Mr. Chairman. It is wrong-headed.
There is something wrong in poking
ourselves in the nomenclature of de-
nial. That is what we are doing. We are
denying these people who can help
their communities, who can leverage
this. There are so many people in this
country who want to invest, Mr. Chair-
man, in some of these communities.

So I am asking my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment. It does not in-
volve an offset. The VA bill is terribly
underfunded as it is.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The time of the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) has
expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida was allowed to proceed for 1 ad-
ditional minute.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, my amendment does not include
an offset. This VA–HUD bill is already
terribly underfunded as it is. The
chairman and the ranking member
have worked very hard to try to get us
better funding than we have, but we
are still in that position. We are tied
down by the constraints, our own con-
straints. We put an albatross around
our own necks.

When we go back to our commu-
nities, our people will not know any-
thing about offsets. They do not know
anything about that. But they do know
when their communities are crumbling
under their feet.

So I am hoping that no one will make
that point of order, that this House
will adopt my amendment today and
adequately fund the CDBG program,
the lives of those who have been left
behind by the booming national econ-
omy.

I spent some time on Wall Street the
other day, Mr. Chairman. I was
shocked. I am a senior citizen. I have
never been on Wall Street where I was
at the Stock Exchange. And it was
marvelous to see where the money is
turned over. But do my colleagues
know what? It is not getting back to
those communities, to those poor peo-
ple whose government can help these
people.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Does
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH) insist on his point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.
I continue to reserve my point of order.

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this debate can go on
and on and on and it probably will sort
of ad nauseam. I support the gentle-
woman from the great State of Florida
(Mrs. MEEK).

For the life of me, it is difficult to
understand where some of my col-
leagues are coming from when they
talk about cutting efforts and reducing
resources toward an issue that seeks to
expand homeownership.

The one sort of valuable asset that
most people ever own in their lives, we
all hope to invest in stocks that will
generate huge yields and make a lot of
money for us, but the truth be told, the
one major asset, the most valuable
asset that most Americans will control
or own in their lives is a home.

We are close to 51⁄2 million people. In
this Congress, we often use the term
‘‘low income’’ to describe some of the
folks that will benefit from this initia-
tive. But whether they are low income
or middle income or even high income,
they are still Americans. There are 5.4
million who have worse-case housing
scenarios.

Empowerment Zones and Community
Development Block Grants really em-
power cities and local players working
with the market and those in the pri-
vate sector to come up with solutions
to help expand homeownership and ex-
pand economic opportunity of all
Americans.

I was on that trip with my colleague
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) to New York
and did not have the opportunity to
visit the New York Stock Exchange as
some of my other colleagues did, but
have had opportunity in the past.

I hear so many of my colleagues
often talk about how government is
around people’s necks and it is squish-
ing innovation and creativity and
wealth in America. Let us deal with a
few facts for one moment.

The Dow has grown three times over
the last 8 years. Some people suggest
that this President has not been a good
one, but I think he deserves just a
small bit of credit for not standing in
the way of those entrepreneurs and
business people from growing this
economy.

Wealthy Americans have seen their
wealth. Some of them have doubled,
tripled. Some have even quadrupled. I
love that. I support that. That is what
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distinguishes our Nation from so many
other countries around the globe, why
so many people seek to come to this
great Nation.

We in government in a lot of ways
have a responsibility to ensure that we
bring the market to those communities
and those neighborhoods that ordi-
narily might not benefit and might
not, I should say, see the benefits of a
strong economy.

When we bring the market to com-
munities that ordinarily do not see it,
and I applaud the President’s new mar-
ket initiative and even some on that
side that have come up with innovative
ideas, my colleague from Oklahoma
and other members in that caucus on
the other side, finding ways to bring
more people into this new economy, it
would seem to me that Empowerment
Zones and Community Development
Block Grants would be something that
those on the other side would be eager,
would jump to support.

In many ways, it is the public and
the private partnering, working to-
gether to empower people who ordi-
narily might not be empowered. We
have an opportunity, unlike any gen-
eration of Congresspeople, searching
for solutions at a time when we are not
running a deficit. We still have an
enormous debt that we have to service
and ensure that we pay down, and there
are plans on the table in which to do
that, but we now have a chance to help
empower new groups of people and not
worry as much as perhaps a generation
before.

My dad served in this Congress for 22
years. He never had this chance, never
had this opportunity. What do my
friends on the other side choose to do
with this chance and this opportunity?
In my estimation and in many of my
colleagues’ on this side, and I would
agree with the young gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) the nomen-
clature, the terminology we use here is
confusing not only to those at home
but even sometimes to those of us in
this Congress, we choose, in my esti-
mation, to squander this moment.

Instead of taking the opportunity to
invest in folks who want an oppor-
tunity, who want a chance, we have
chosen not to. Shame on us as a Con-
gress. We will have only ourselves to
blame if we look back a few years from
now and realize that this window is
closed and we took no opportunity to
expand HOPE, to expand opportunity
to hundreds of thousands and perhaps
millions of Americans crying out for
this chance.

From a parochial standpoint, I have
thousands of people on the section 8
waiting list, Mr. Chairman; meaning
they want to own their own home, they
want to realize the American dream.
All they are wanting is a hand up. We
have an opportunity to do that this
evening and in the coming days in this
Congress. But based on what has been
put before this Congress, H.R. 4635, it
seems once again we are going to fail
not only those in Florida, not only

those in Texas, not only these in New
York and Tennessee and even my dear
friend from New York, but we are going
to fail the 51⁄2 million people scattered
across this country who are doing
nothing more than asking what every
stockbroker in the stock exchange asks
for, and I support that, what every
high-tech executive in Silicon Valley
and Silicon Alley and Austin and Bos-
ton and Northern Virginia are asking
for, just a chance and just an oppor-
tunity.

We have a chance in this Congress to
do that this evening and in the coming
days. I would hope my colleagues on
the other side would take a second look
at what they propose and make the ef-
fort to fix it. This is one way to fix it,
to support the amendment of the gen-
tlewoman from the great State of Flor-
ida.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York (Mr. WALSH) reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. Yes, I do, Mr. Chairman.
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.

Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I think the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) has
presented us with an excellent oppor-
tunity. I wish I could waive the proce-
dural wand. And I do respect the chair-
man retaining and reserving his point
of order.

I stood on this floor before, and I
have acknowledged the hard work of
the chairman and the ranking member.
I did that as I supported the effort of
the ranking member to add $1 billion
to this legislation, this appropriations
bill. And now I come to acknowledge
the good work of the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. MEEK) on two ele-
ments that she has offered to explain
to the American people and to our col-
leagues.

I said that I wished I had a magic
wand, because I think the message that
we are trying to portray and to explain
is that this is a return on America’s
tax dollars. We have come to the floor
of this House and eloquently debated
the importance of giving an estate tax
relief; and, frankly, I believe that over
the long haul we can collectively, in a
bipartisan way, do something for those
individuals who deserve some estate
tax relief.

The bill we passed the other day, of
course, was just to fatten the pockets
of about 1 percent of America’s people.

But when we begin to talk about an
Empowerment Zone and Community
Development Block Grants, we are
talking to the working men and women
of America; and we are saying to them,
we are not grabbing hold of their tax
dollars, holding them close to our
chest, never to return them back to the
highways and byways of the local com-
munity.

What the gentlewoman from Florida
(Mrs. MEEK) is arguing for is to give
back to the people of America who live
in rural areas and urban areas who are
sometimes keeling over from decay,

give them back the tools that they can
work themselves.

Our President and the leadership
gathered together to understand the
concept and promote the concept of
empowerment and they named it Em-
powerment Zones. I understand that
my colleague from Florida has an Em-
powerment Zone. The good citizens of
Houston and other parts of Texas are
seeking to secure an Empowerment
Zone.

It is not a handout, Mr. Chairman. It
is putting the mind and the intellect
and the engine of ingenuity together in
our local communities coming up with
a plan that will take Federal dollars
and invest them wisely. That is an Em-
powerment Zone.

So I support the $150 million that we
should be putting into this legislation
to be able to support the many appli-
cants around this Nation, rural and
urban alike, who have sought the op-
portunity to invest in their own neigh-
borhoods. It is a tragedy that we would
deny them that. It is a tragedy that we
do not explain to the people of America
what the Empowerment Zone means
and what these Community Develop-
ment Block Grants means.

Let me tell my colleagues what they
mean in Houston, Texas. They mean a
new police station. They mean a new
library. They mean a new inner city
park where there were no parks. They
mean a new health clinic. Because the
City of Houston can take these block
grants and embrace them and utilize
them for the needs of the community.
They need help in historic zones and
help in the areas that they are claim-
ing to be a historic zone.

They can also be used to help people
suffering from AIDS in a variety of
support services. They can be a multi-
service center where my elderly come
every day in a safe and secure and air-
conditioned location. And I tell my col-
leagues that if they live in Houston,
Texas, in August, if they live there in
July, if they live there in September,
they need air-conditioning. This is
what Empowerment Zone monies
mean, and this is what CDBG monies
mean.

As I said on this floor before, in the
most prosperous of times, when we
have the most prosperous time in our
history, the question will be asked of
us, what have we done for those who
are voiceless, who cannot speak for
themselves. I would imagine that the
working men and women and that the
children that are part of these working
families look to our local governments
and to our county governments to pro-
vide these kind of resources for them.

I joined a group of youngsters at a li-
brary the other day. I could not have
been more excited about their excite-
ment about being in a library funded
by CDBG monies.

b 2130

I want to applaud the gentlewoman
from Florida for adding the $150 mil-
lion for an empowerment zone. There is
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a whole long line, Mr. Chairman, of ap-
plications for the empowerment zone,
and for CDBG moneys because there is
more than a long line. As was quoted
by a staff member, I think the good
staff member of the gentlewoman from
Florida (Mrs. MEEK), there is not a
rural county or hamlet or village or
city in America that has not received
community development block grant
dollars. What a tragedy to be able to
tell them in this most prosperous of
times that we will deny them the right
kind of proper investment of their tax
dollars and that is returning it back to
them to do what is best for their com-
munity.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. REYES. Mr. Chairman, I move to

strike the requisite number of words.
Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of

full funding for the 15 Round II Urban
Empowerment Zones. My community
of El Paso is one of those 15 designated
empowerment zones. El Paso was des-
ignated based on its low per capita in-
come, high unemployment rate, and
maintaining the poorest ZIP code in
the Nation. Within this context, El
Paso worked hard to achieve a Round
II Empowerment Zone designation. My
community has sought to utilize the
full benefits of the designation to
quickly raise the standard of living and
quality of life for all El Pasoans since
receiving this designation in 1999.

Unfortunately, my community has
continued to suffer because Congress
has failed over the past 2 years to pro-
vide the full $10 million in annual ap-
propriations for each of the urban em-
powerment zones in Round II. This
year’s bill continues that dismal track.
The goal of the Empowerment Zone
initiative is to leverage private sector
resources with Federal funds to create
economic and job development in areas
which have lagged behind the national
economy.

The first round of empowerment
zones showed that with adequate fund-
ing and tax incentives, distressed com-
munities like ours could create valu-
able new jobs, adequately train work-
ers, develop affordable housing and
child care, and generate business op-
portunities to raise the overall quality
of life. Each of the first round em-
powerment zones received $100 million
in Federal grant funding over the 10-
year span of the Empowerment Zone
designation along with various other
tax incentives to attract and spur eco-
nomic growth. This combination of re-
sources and tax incentives was critical
to addressing the needs of those his-
torically underserved communities
such as El Paso.

In contrast, the Round II empower-
ment zones have received only a small
portion of the grant funds that they
were promised and that they had an-
ticipated. They have received annual
funding below $4 million for the past 2
years, more than $14 million less than

they expected. This underfunding has
stymied long-term plans for develop-
ment and growth. It has further under-
mined the tremendous leveraging capa-
bility of using public funds to draw pri-
vate investment through a multiplier
effect.

As our Nation enjoys one of the
strongest economies in generations, it
is incumbent that we provide opportu-
nities for our distressed communities.
The empowerment zone residents de-
serve to reach their full potential, but
this can only take place if they receive
full funding. Both President Clinton
and Speaker HASTERT committed to
$200 million in funds for the Round II
empowerment zones and enterprise
communities in fiscal year 2001. This
bill has failed to include those dollars
for empowerment zones and enterprise
communities. The citizens of my com-
munity and other empowerment zones
are awaiting the opportunity to share
in our strong economy. With the full
funding as promised for Round II, we
can truly improve the quality of life of
empowerment zone residents and no
longer delay their opportunity to share
in the American dream.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York insist on his point of
order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will

state his point of order.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I make a

point of order against the amendment
because it is in violation of section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974. The Committee on Appropria-
tions filed a suballocation of Budget
Totals for fiscal year 2001 on June 20,
2000. This amendment would provide
new budget authority in excess of the
subcommittee suballocation made
under section 302(b) and is not per-
mitted under subsection 302(f) of the
Act.

I ask for a ruling from the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is au-

thoritatively guided by an estimate of
the Committee on the Budget, pursu-
ant to section 312 of the Budget Act,
that an amendment providing any net
increase in new discretionary budget
authority would cause a breach of the
pertinent allocation of such authority.

The amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida would, on its
face, increase the level of new discre-
tionary budget authority. As such, the
amendment violates section 302(f) of
the Budget Act.

The point of order is therefore sus-
tained. The amendment is not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
Of the amount made available under this

heading, $23,450,000 shall be made available
for capacity building, of which $20,000,000
shall be made available for ‘‘Capacity Build-
ing for Community Development and Afford-
able Housing’’, for LISC and the Enterprise
Foundation for activities as authorized by
section 4 of the HUD Demonstration Act of
1993 (Public Law 103–120), as in effect imme-
diately before June 12, 1997, with not less

than $4,000,000 of the funding to be used in
rural areas, including tribal areas, and of
which $3,450,000 shall be for capacity building
activities administered by Habitat for Hu-
manity International.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development may use up to $55,000,000 for
supportive services for public housing resi-
dents, as authorized by section 34 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed, and for grants for service coordinators
and congregate services for the elderly and
disabled residents of public and assisted
housing: Provided, That amounts made avail-
able for congregate services and service coor-
dinators for the elderly and disabled under
this heading and in prior fiscal years may be
used by grantees to reimburse themselves for
costs incurred in connection with providing
service coordinators previously advanced by
grantees out of other funds due to delays in
the granting by or receipt of funds from the
Secretary, and the funds so made available
to grantees for congregate services or service
coordinators under this heading or in prior
years shall be considered as expended by the
grantees upon such reimbursement. The Sec-
retary shall not condition the availability of
funding made available under this heading or
in prior years for congregate services or
service coordinators upon any grantee’s obli-
gation or expenditure of any prior funding.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, $10,000,000 shall be available for
neighborhood initiatives that are utilized to
improve the conditions of distressed and
blighted areas and neighborhoods, to stimu-
late investment, economic diversification,
and community revitalization in areas with
population outmigration or a stagnating or
declining economic base, or to determine
whether housing benefits can be integrated
more effectively with welfare reform initia-
tives: Provided, that any unobligated bal-
ances of amounts set aside for neighborhood
initiatives in fiscal years 1998, 1999, and 2000
may be utilized for any of the foregoing pur-
poses.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, $45,000,000 shall be available for
YouthBuild program activities authorized by
subtitle D of title IV of the Cranston-Gon-
zalez National Affordable Housing Act, as
amended, and such activities shall be an eli-
gible activity with respect to any funds
made available under this heading: Provided,
That local YouthBuild programs that dem-
onstrate an ability to leverage private and
nonprofit funding shall be given a priority
for YouthBuild funding: Provided further,
That of the amount provided under this
paragraph, $3,750,000 shall be set aside and
made available for a grant to YouthBuild
USA for capacity building for community de-
velopment and affordable housing activities
as specified in section 4 of the HUD Dem-
onstration Act of 1993, as amended.

Of the amount made available under this
heading, $10,000,000 shall be available for
grants for the Economic Development Initia-
tive (EDI), to finance a variety of economic
development efforts.

For the cost of guaranteed loans,
$28,000,000, as authorized by section 108 of the
Housing and Community Development Act of
1974: Provided, That such costs, including the
cost of modifying such loans, shall be as de-
fined in section 502 of the Congressional
Budget Act of 1974, as amended: Provided fur-
ther, That these funds are available to sub-
sidize total loan principal, any part of which
is to be guaranteed, not to exceed
$1,217,000,000, notwithstanding any aggregate
limitation on outstanding obligations guar-
anteed in section 108(k) of the Housing and
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Community Development Act of 1974: Pro-
vided further, That in addition, for adminis-
trative expenses to carry out the guaranteed
loan program, $1,000,000, which shall be
transferred to and merged with the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’.

BROWNFIELDS REDEVELOPMENT

For Economic Development Grants, as au-
thorized by section 108(q) of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974, as
amended, for Brownfields redevelopment
projects, $20,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That the Secretary
of Housing and Urban Development shall
make these grants available on a competi-
tive basis as specified in section 102 of the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Reform Act of 1989.

HOME INVESTMENT PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the HOME investment partnerships
program, as authorized under title II of the
Cranston-Gonzalez National Affordable
Housing Act, as amended, $1,585,000,000 to re-
main available until expended: Provided,
That up to $15,000,000 of these funds shall be
available for Housing Counseling under sec-
tion 106 of the Housing and Urban Develop-
ment Act of 1968: Provided further, That
$17,000,000 shall be transferred to the Work-
ing Capital Fund for the development and
maintenace of information technology sys-
tems.

HOMELESS ASSISTANCE GRANTS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For the emergency shelter grants program
(as authorized under subtitle B of title IV of
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Act, as amended); the supportive hous-
ing program (as authorized under subtitle C
of title IV of such Act); the section 8 mod-
erate rehabilitation single room occupancy
program (as authorized under the United
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended) to
assist homeless individuals pursuant to sec-
tion 441 of the Stewart B. McKinney Home-
less Assistance Act; and the shelter plus care
program (as authorized under subtitle F of
title IV of such Act), $1,020,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That not
less than 30 percent of these funds shall be
used for permanent housing, and all funding
for services must be matched by 25 percent
in funding by each grantee: Provided further,
That all awards of assistance under this
heading shall be required to coordinate and
integrate homeless programs with other
mainstream health, social services, and em-
ployment progams for which homeless popu-
lations may be eligible, including Medicaid,
State Children’s Health Insurance Program,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families,
Food Stamps, and services funding through
the Mental Health and Substance Abuse
Block Grant, Workforce Investment Act, and
the Welfare-to-Work grant program: Provided
further, That up to 1.5 percent of the funds
appropriated under this heading is trans-
ferred to the Working Capital Fund to be
used for technical assistance and manage-
ment information systems.

HOUSING PROGRAMS

HOUSING FOR SPECIAL POPULATIONS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For assistance for the purchase, construc-
tion, acquisition, or development of addi-
tional public and subsidized housing units
for low income families not otherwise pro-
vided for, $911,000,000, to remain available
until expended: Provided, That $710,000,000
shall be for capital advances, including
amendments to capital advance contracts,
for housing for the elderly, as authorized by
section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959, as
amended, and for project rental assistance,

and amendments to contracts for project
rental assistance, for the elderly under such
section 202(c)(2), and for supportive services
associated with the housing, of which
amount $50,000,000 shall be for service coordi-
nators and the continuation of existing con-
gregate service grants for residents of as-
sisted housing projects and of which amount
$50,000,000 shall be for grants under section
202b of the Housing Act of 1959 (12 U.S.C.
1701q–2) for conversion of eligible projects
under such section to assisted living or re-
lated use: Provided further, That of the
amount under this heading, $201,000,000 shall
be for capital advances, including amend-
ments to capital advance contracts, for sup-
portive housing for persons with disabilities,
as authorized by section 811 of the Cranston-
Gonzalez National Affordable Housing Act,
for project rental assistance, for amend-
ments to contracts for project rental assist-
ance, and supportive services associated with
the housing for persons with disabilities as
authorized by section 811 of such Act: Pro-
vided further, That $1,000,000, to be divided
evenly between the appropriations for the
section 202 and section 811 programs, shall be
transferred to the Working Capital Fund for
the development and maintenance of infor-
mation technology systems: Provided further,
That the Secretary shall designate at least
25 percent but no more than 50 percent of the
amounts earmarked under this paragraph for
section 811 of such Act for tenant-based as-
sistance, as authorized under that section,
including such authority as may be waived
under the next proviso, which assistance is 5
years in duration: Provided further, That the
Secretary may waive any provision of such
section 202 and such section 811 (including
the provisions governing the terms and con-
ditions of project rental assistance and ten-
ant-based assistance) that the Secretary de-
termines is not necessary to achieve the ob-
jectives of these programs, or that otherwise
impedes the ability to develop, operate, or
administer projects assisted under these pro-
grams, and may make provision for alter-
native conditions or terms where appro-
priate.

FLEXIBLE SUBSIDY FUND

(TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

From the Rental Housing Assistance Fund,
all uncommitted balances of excess rental
charges as of September 30, 2000, and any col-
lections made during fiscal year 2001, shall
be transferred to the Flexible Subsidy Fund,
as authorized by section 236(g) of the Na-
tional Housing Act, as amended.

FEDERAL HOUSING ADMINISTRATION

FHA—MUTUAL MORTGAGE INSURANCE PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

During fiscal year 2001, commitments to
guarantee loans to carry out the purposes of
section 203(b) of the National Housing Act,
as amended, shall not exceed a loan principal
of $160,000,000,000.

During fiscal year 2001, obligations to
make direct loans to carry out the purposes
of section 204(g) of the National Housing Act,
as amended, shall not exceed $100,000,000:
Provided, That the foregoing amount shall be
for loans to nonprofit and governmental en-
tities in connection with sales of single fam-
ily real properties owned by the Secretary
and formerly insured under the Mutual
Mortgage Insurance Fund.

For administrative expenses necessary to
carry out the guaranteed and direct loan
program, $330,888,000, of which not to exceed
$324,866,000 shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’; and not
to exceed $4,022,000 shall be transferred to
the appropriation for ‘‘Office of Inspector
General’’. In addition, for administrative

contract expenses, $160,000,000, of which
$96,500,000 shall be transferred to the Work-
ing Capital Fund for the development and
maintenance of information technology sys-
tems: Provided, That to the extent guaran-
teed loan commitments exceed $65,500,000,000
on or before April 1, 2001 an additional $1,400
for administrative contract expenses shall be
available for each $1,000,000 in additional
guaranteed loan commitments (including a
pro rata amount for any amount below
$1,000,000), but in no case shall funds made
available by this proviso exceed $16,000,000.

FHA—GENERAL AND SPECIAL RISK PROGRAM
ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For the cost of guaranteed loans, as au-
thorized by sections 238 and 519 of the Na-
tional Housing Act (12 U.S.C. 1715z–3 and
1735c), including the cost of loan guarantee
modifications (as that term is defined in sec-
tion 502 of the Congressional Budget Act of
1974, as amended), $101,000,000, to remain
available until expended: Provided, That
these funds are available to subsidize total
loan principal, any part of which is to be
guaranteed, of up to $21,000,000,000: Provided
further, That any amounts made available in
any prior appropriations Act for the cost (as
such term is defined in section 502 of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974) of guaran-
teed loans that are obligations of the funds
established under section 238 or 519 of the
National Housing Act that have not been ob-
ligated or that are deobligated shall be avail-
able to the Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development in connection with the making
of such guarantees and shall remain avail-
able until expended, notwithstanding the ex-
piration of any period of availability other-
wise applicable to such amounts.

Gross obligations for the principal amount
of direct loans, as authorized by sections
204(g), 207(l), 238, and 519(a) of the National
Housing Act, shall not exceed $50,000,000; of
which not to exceed $30,000,000 shall be for
bridge financing in connection with the sale
of multifamily real properties owned by the
Secretary and formerly insured under such
Act; and of which not to exceed $20,000,000
shall be for loans to nonprofit and govern-
mental entities in connection with the sale
of single-family real properties owned by the
Secretary and formerly insured under such
Act.

In addition, for administrative expenses
necessary to carry out the guaranteed and
direct loan programs, $211,455,000, of which
$193,134,000, shall be transferred to the appro-
priation for ‘‘Salaries and expenses’’; and of
which $18,321,000 shall be transferred to the
appropriation for ‘‘Office of Inspector Gen-
eral’’. In addition, for administrative con-
tract expenses necessary to carry out the
guaranteed and direct loan programs,
$144,000,000, of which $33,500,000 shall be
transferred to the Working Capital Fund for
the development and maintenance of infor-
mation technology systems: Provided, That
to the extent guaranteed loan commitments
exceed $8,426,000,000 on or before April 1, 2001,
an additional $19,800,000 for administrative
contract expenses shall be available for each
$1,000,000 in additional guaranteed loan com-
mitments over $8,426,000,000 (including a pro
rata amount for any increment below
$1,000,000), but in no case shall funds made
available by this proviso exceed $14,400,000.

GOVERNMENT NATIONAL MORTGAGE
ASSOCIATION

GUARANTEES OF MORTGAGE-BACKED SECURITIES
LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM ACCOUNT

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

New commitments to issue guarantees to
carry out the purposes of section 306 of the
National Housing Act, as amended (12 U.S.C.
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1721(g)), shall not exceed $200,000,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2002.

For administrative expenses necessary to
carry out the guaranteed mortgage-backed
securities program, $9,383,000 to be derived
from the GNMA guarantees of mortgage-
backed securities guaranteed loan receipt ac-
count, of which not to exceed $9,383,000 shall
be transferred to the appropriation for ‘‘Sal-
aries and expenses’’.

POLICY DEVELOPMENT AND RESEARCH

RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

For contracts, grants, and necessary ex-
penses of programs of research and studies
relating to housing and urban problems, not
otherwise provided for, as authorized by title
V of the Housing and Urban Development
Act of 1970, as amended (12 U.S.C. 1701z–1 et
seq.), including carrying out the functions of
the Secretary under section 1(a)(1)(i) of Re-
organization Plan No. 2 of 1968, $40,000,000, to
remain available until September 30, 2002, of
which $10,000,000 shall be for the Partnership
for Advancing Technology in Housing
(PATH) Initiative.

FAIR HOUSING AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES

For contracts, grants, and other assist-
ance, not otherwise provided for, as author-
ized by title VIII of the Civil Rights Act of
1968, as amended by the Fair Housing
Amendments Act of 1988, and section 561 of
the Housing and Community Development
Act of 1987, as amended, $44,000,000, to remain
available until September 30, 2002, of which
$22,000,000 shall be to carry out activities
pursuant to such section 561: Provided, That
no funds made available under this heading
shall be used to lobby the executive or legis-
lative branches of the Federal Government
in connection with a specific contract, grant
or loan.

OFFICE OF LEAD HAZARD CONTROL

LEAD HAZARD REDUCTION

For the Lead Hazard Reduction Program,
as authorized by sections 1011 and 1053 of the
Residential Lead-Based Hazard Reduction
Act of 1992, $80,000,000 to remain available
until expended, of which $1,000,000 shall be
for CLEARCorps and $10,000,000 shall be for
the Healthy Homes Initiative, pursuant to
sections 501 and 502 of the Housing and Urban
Development Act of 1970 that shall include
research, studies, testing, and demonstration
efforts, including education and outreach
concerning lead-based paint poisoning and
other housing-related environmental dis-
eases and hazards.

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary administrative and non-ad-
ministrative expenses of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development, not other-
wise provided for, including not to exceed
$7,000 for official reception and representa-
tion expenses, $1,004,380,000, of which
$518,000,000 shall be provided from the var-
ious funds of the Federal Housing Adminis-
tration, $9,383,000 shall be provided from
funds of the Government National Mortgage
Association, $1,000,000 shall be provided from
the ‘‘Community development block grants
program’’ account, $150,000 shall be provided
by transfer from the ‘‘Title VI Indian federal
guarantees program’’ account, and $200,000
shall be provided by transfer from the ‘‘In-
dian housing loan guarantee fund program’’
account: Provided, That the Secretary is pro-
hibited from using any funds under this
heading or any other heading in this Act for
employing more than 77 schedule C and 20
noncareer Senior Executive Service employ-
ees: Provided further, That the community

builder program shall be terminated in its
entirety by October 1, 2000.

Mr. WALSH (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the bill through page 46, line 2, be
considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALSH

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. WALSH:
Page 45, line 25, strike ‘‘Provided’’ and all

that follows through page 46, line 2, and in-
sert the following:
Provided further, That the community builder
fellow program shall be terminated in its en-
tirety by September 1, 2000: Provided further,
That, hereafter, no individual may be em-
ployed in a position of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development that is des-
ignated as ‘‘community builder’’ unless such
individual is appointed to such position sub-
ject to the provisions of title 5, United
States Code, governing appointments in the
competitive service: Provided further, That
any individual employed in such a position
shall be considered to be an employee for
purposes of the subchapter III of chapter 73
of title 5, United States Code (commonly
known as the Hatch Act).

Mr. WALSH (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, this is a

technical and clarifying amendment
regarding the termination of the Com-
munity Builder Fellow program. This
amendment simply clarifies language
that was included in the bill and in the
fiscal year 2000 appropriation that ter-
minates the Community Builder Fel-
low program. In addition to clarifying
language, language is added requiring
that any former community builder
fellows at HUD be subject to the provi-
sions of the Office of Personnel Man-
agement and the Hatch Act. I believe
the other side has reviewed this amend-
ment with us, and I believe they are in
agreement and that they are prepared
to accept the amendment.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word. Mr.
Chairman, I accept the gentleman’s
amendment. I appreciate the hard work
that he has put into considering our
concerns for the language as it was
drafted in the bill. I appreciate the fact
that we have reached a satisfactory
compromise on this issue. I again com-
pliment the gentleman on his good
work.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. WALSH).

The amendment was agreed to.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

(INCLUDING TRANSFERS OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended,
$83,000,000, of which $22,343,000 shall be pro-
vided from the various funds of the Federal
Housing Administration and $10,000,000 shall
be provided from the amount earmarked for
Operation Safe Home in the appropriation
for ‘‘Drug elimination grants for low-income
housing’’: Provided, That the Inspector Gen-
eral shall have independent authority over
all personnel issues within the Office of In-
spector General.

OFFICE OF FEDERAL HOUSING ENTERPRISE
OVERSIGHT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For carrying out the Federal Housing En-
terprise Financial Safety and Soundness Act
of 1992, including not to exceed $500 for offi-
cial reception and representation expenses,
$22,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended, to be derived from the Federal Hous-
ing Enterprise Oversight Fund: Provided,
That not to exceed such amount shall be
available from the General Fund of the
Treasury to the extent necessary to incur
obligations and make expenditures pending
the receipt of collections to the Fund: Pro-
vided further, That the General Fund amount
shall be reduced as collections are received
during the fiscal year so as to result in a
final appropriation from the General Fund
estimated at not more than $0.

AMENDMENT NO. 22 OFFERED BY MR. HINCHEY

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 22 offered by Mr.
HINCHEY:

Page 46, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$4,770,000)’’.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, this is
an amendment that would add $4.77
million to the budget of the Office of
Federal Housing Enterprise Oversight.

OFHEO, as it is known, is an inde-
pendent regulatory agency within the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment. It was created by Congress
in 1992 to oversee the safety and sound-
ness of Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac,
the two largest government sponsored
enterprises.

Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac are pri-
vate companies that were chartered by
Congress to encourage homeownership
by creating a secondary market for
mortgage debt. They have been very
successful in this endeavor. They own
or guarantee nearly half of all home
mortgages and almost 80 percent of
middle-class mortgages. While they are
not Federal agencies, the two housing
GSEs enjoy some advantages that
other private financial institutions do
not. Nevertheless, as a result they are
able to issue debt at rates that rival
the Treasury because the market pre-
sumes that their securities are backed
by the U.S. Government.

Although the law specifically states
that this is not the case, Fannie and
Freddie are, in reality, too big to fail.
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They are exposed to more than $2 tril-
lion in credit risk from the mortgages
they guarantee. They are also subject
to $850 million of interest rate risk
from the whole loans and mortgage-
backed securities they hold in their
portfolios.

Both GSEs are adequately capital-
ized, well managed and are in excellent
financial condition. Times are good
and homeownership rates are at all-
time record levels as a result. Fannie
Mae and Freddie Mac should be com-
mended for their role in this success.
But we should not forget that we are
entering a period of interest rate vola-
tility.

The Federal Reserve has raised the
prime rate five times during the past
few months and it seems poised to do
so again. As a result, the GSEs which
are exposed to considerable interest
rate risk could be vulnerable to a slow-
down in the economy. I do not mean to
suggest that they are in any trouble or
that they would not be able to weather
a downturn, but there have been times
in the past when both Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac have suffered financial
difficulties.
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Indeed, this is why Congress created
this regulatory body in the first place,
to ensure the safe and sound operation
of the GSEs in troubled times. OFHEO
will soon round out its regulatory pro-
gram when it implements a risk-based
capital standard that has been 6 years
in the making.

After completing a thorough analysis
of its needs in light of the $2 trillion
housing finance market it oversees,
OFHEO requested $26.77 million from
Congress this year. While this is a sub-
stantial increase over last year’s budg-
et, the extra funds will be used for
some very necessary purposes.

They include hiring additional exam-
iners to ensure compliance with the
new capital rules; train staff to under-
stand the complicated financial trans-
actions and risk management tech-
niques used by the GSEs, to upgrade
technology, including the purchase of
faster computers and sophisticated risk
management software, and also to im-
plement a series of organizational re-
forms recommended by OFHEO’s out-
side auditors.

The Congressional Budget Office has
scored this amendment as budget neu-
tral. The funds for OFHEO’s budget
come from semiannual assessments on
the GSEs, subject to Congressional ap-
proval. No offset is necessary to ap-
prove this increase.

Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac are not
opposing this amendment. They believe
that OFHEO should have the resources
it needs to do its job. They know that
the investment in safety and soundness
pays dividends in market confidence.
Investors need to know that the GSEs
are adequately capitalized and soundly
managed.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I encour-
age my colleagues to cast a vote for
safety and soundness and support this
amendment

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment of the
gentleman from New York
(Mr.HINCHEY).

Mr. Chairman, OFHEO requested an
increase this year and the Committee
on Appropriations gave them one.
OFHEO’s budget has increased from
$19.5 million to $22 million, a 15 percent
increase over last year’s funding level.
That is as great an increase as any
budget within this bill.

The increase is consistent with past
increases and based on OFHEO’s budget
justifications is fair and adequate; but
OFHEO wants a 50 percent, 5–0, 50 per-
cent increase in their budget, and they
claim the increase is necessary to fi-
nalize the risk-based capital standard
and to adequately monitor the safety
and soundness of the GSEs. But if past
performance is any indicator of future
action, I suspect OFHEO will not be
able to do as they assert.

My doubts are well founded, as
OFHEO has never met their promises
as they relate to risk-based capital
standard despite a statutory require-
ment to do so by April of 1994. I remind
you, we are in the year 2000; that is 6
years ago. So they did not keep that
commitment.

Despite the GSE Safety and Sound-
ness Act of 1992, OFHEO was 5 years
late issuing the preliminary rule, 5
years late. We are asked to give them
a 50 percent increase in their budget?

Their tardiness cannot be blamed on
the Committee on Appropriations.
Every year since 1994, OFHEO promised
this committee that they would get the
rule out. Every year, the committee in-
creased funding to the requested level,
and every year for 5 years OFHEO has
failed to keep their promise.

This is just one of the reasons I am
not persuaded that OFHEO requires a
50 percent increase in their budget re-
quest. We are aware that OFHEO has
recommended that they be removed
from the appropriations process. They
feel their mission is compromised be-
cause they must justify their expendi-
tures to this committee; however, until
the law is changed, refueling OFHEO’s
budget is our concern.

Let me describe the review this com-
mittee conducts on this account. First,
the fact that discretionary funds are
not needed to pay for the account is
none of our concern. We dig much deep-
er and are far more comprehensive be-
cause we take the responsibility seri-
ously. We look at how many staff are
currently on board, whether staff will
increase, what the staff duties are, the
costs of travel and equipment.

This review is then coupled with the
performance of the agency, which has
been abysmal, to see if the staff hours
are having the intended results, be-
cause OFHEO’s request was so out of
line with past requests. Rather than
dismissing it entirely, we requested
OFHEO to provide us with additional
documentation to justify the increases.

Mr. Chairman, I asked that OFHEO
make comparisons between their re-
sponsibility to regulate the safety and

soundness of the GSEs and the respon-
sibilities of other similarly situated
regulators. Mr. Chairman, they never
responded to the subcommittee’s re-
quest. Instead, OFHEO resorted to
press releases accusing my sub-
committee and me of being ‘‘subject to
the maneuverings of the entities’’ that
OFHEO regulates. Not only is this ac-
cusation insulting, but it borders on
slander.

I certainly have not been approached
by Fannie Mae or Freddy Mac about
OFHEO’s budget, and I am fairly cer-
tain that no one on the subcommittee
was approached. In fact, those entities
make it a habit of never discussing
OFHEO’s budget with me, with other
Members or with our staff.

In my opinion, this highly inappro-
priate accusation was not merely fool-
ish, but it was petulant and naive. Fur-
thermore, this statement and the agen-
cy’s inability to act in a timely way on
risk-based capital rule has forced me to
reconsider whether this agency has the
credibility and the independence it
takes to be an effective regulator.

Certainly, we have no intention of re-
warding this type of behavior and re-
fusal to comply with the subcommittee
requests by getting OFHEO an increase
in funds.

I urge everyone in this body to vote
a resounding no on this amendment.
OFHEO does not deserve the attention.

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

(Mr. BENTSEN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong support of the Hinchey
amendment that would restore the $4.7
million in the budget for Office of Fed-
eral Housing Enterprise Oversight, oth-
erwise known as OFHEO. And I want to
say to the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. Walsh), while I understand
his frustration with how this matter
has been debated, I think that this cut
in OFHEO could not come at a worst
time.

Let me say, as the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. WALSH), mentioned,
that OFHEO is the only Federal finan-
cial regulatory agency which is subject
to the appropriations process, and
there is no doubt that that ought to be
changed; and I would hope that the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, which I am a member of,
would take that up along with the
Committee on Appropriations and
treat OFHEO like the Comptroller of
the Currency and the FDIC and the Of-
fice of Thrift Supervision. But obvi-
ously that is not going to happen be-
fore this bill is enacted.

The problem with not providing
OFHEO with the proper resources com-
pounds an existing problem that the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services is already looking at. As the
gentleman from New York might
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know, the Subcommittee on Capital
Market, Securities and Government
Sponsored Enterprises of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices is in the process of considering leg-
islation as to whether or not the GSEs,
Freddy Mac, Fannie Mae, as well as the
Federal Home Loan Bank, which are
not under OFHEO, are sufficiently cap-
italized. And we have been going
through a number of hearings on this,
and the linchpin in all of this is going
to come down to the final regulations
issued by OFHEO as it relates to the
capital oversight of the GSEs.

Mr. Chairman, this reduction in the
amount of resources that they need to
carry out their job, quite frankly,
could not happen at a worse time.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BENTSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I just
wanted to clarify, this is not a reduc-
tion. This is an increase of 15 percent
in their budget.

Mr. BENTSEN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s comments, but I would also add
that their activities have increased as
they are in the final stages. As the
chairman knows, they are in the final
stages of preparing the regulation that
will set capital standard for Freddie
Mac and Fannie Mae.

They are in the process of reviewing
the comments on the initial regula-
tions that were published in the Fed-
eral Register, so their workload clearly
has gone up. And I think the chairman
would concur that the responsibility as
laid out in the 1992 act is quite impor-
tant.

To go back to my original point, we
are in the midst of a debate in the au-
thorizing committee as to whether or
not the GSEs are properly capitalized,
whether or not their structure ought to
be changed. And we are relying greatly
on what OFHEO is going to come up
with, so I think it would be a mistake
at this time not to provide them with
the proper resources.

I would hope that the gentleman
would accept the Hinchey amendment.
Let me say I know the gentleman quite
well; we have traveled together. I have
nothing but the greatest respect for
him. I think that if OFHEO, and I have
no reason to question what he said, if
OFHEO did what he said, they were
wrong to do that.

I would hope that the chairman
would not allow some bad judgment on
the part of the agency in trying to get
in the way of the resources that they
need to carry out their duty that we on
the authorizing committee have asked
them to do and the Congress has asked
them to do.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I con-
sider the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
BENTSEN) a good friend and someone I
admire in this body, and I want to as-
sure the gentleman that there is abso-

lutely nothing personal. We are talking
about performance.

This is an agency that has failed its
mission for 6 consecutive years, and for
us to give them a 15 percent increase I
think is pretty generous, but not a 50
percent increase.

Mr. BENTSEN. Reclaiming my time,
Mr. Chairman, I would just hope that
the gentleman would see to accepting
the Hinchey amendment. We need this
information if we are going to carry
out our oversight functions with re-
spect to the GSEs. The House is in a
great deal of debate about this, and it
would be, I think, counterproductive to
undercut the one regulatory agency
over the GSEs at this point in time,
and so I would hope the House would
adopt this amendment.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words, and I rise to
speak in favor of my colleague, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. HIN-
CHEY), for his thoughtful amendment.
He is a former member of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices, and he has worked with OFHEO
for over 7 years here in this body.

I want to offer my support for pro-
viding the Office of Federal Housing
Enterprise Oversight, OFHEO, with the
full resources it needs to comprehen-
sively regulate Fannie Mae and Freddy
Mac and to regulate their safety and
soundness. As my colleagues are aware,
OFHEO funding comes from assess-
ments on Fannie Mae and Freddy Mac,
not from the taxpayers. However, ap-
proval for OFHEO assessments is tied
to the appropriations bills.

The GSEs play a critical role in our
Nation’s housing finance system, in-
creasing the availability of home mort-
gage funds and increasing homeowner-
ship.

In recent months, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. BAKER) of the
Committee on Banking and Financial
Services, the Subcommittee on Capital
Markets, Securities and Government
Sponsored Enterprises has led a series
of hearings and oversight on the hous-
ing GSEs.

During the course of our hearings,
the subcommittee has come to two
conclusions that I think are over-
whelmingly supported by both sides of
the aisle. First, with an almost 70 per-
cent homeownership rate, our Nation’s
housing finance system is the most
successful in the world. Secondly, the
housing GSE regulators should have
the resources that they need to do the
job to oversee safety and soundness.

The Hinchey amendment makes an
increase of $4.8 million to $26.8 in the
amount of funding that OFHEO can as-
sess the GSEs. Regulations of GSEs re-
quire highly technical analysis and
this increase will give the agency the
ability to hire and retain the high-level
staff required to do its job.

I know that no matter how my col-
leagues feel about GSEs, we all want to
ensure that the enterprises are ade-
quately supervised. So I really urge the

support of the Hinchey amendment and
appeal to my good colleague on the
other side of the aisle, the gentleman
from the great City and State of New
York (Mr. WALSH), to accept this
amendment.

Again, it does not in any way come
out of resources of the taxpayers. It is
an assessment on the GSEs to pay for
their own oversight for safety and
soundness.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment to increase funds for
the Office of Federal Housing Enter-
prise Oversight. OFHEO has an impor-
tant job, we admit, doing regulatory
oversight to ensure the safety and
soundness of the two largest govern-
ment-sponsored enterprises: Fannie
Mae and Freddy Mac. Just because the
funds for OFHEO come from assess-
ments on Fannie and Freddie does not
mean that the Committee on Appro-
priations will roll over and give them
anything they want.

The subcommittee requested an ade-
quate justification to support the
whopping 50 percent increase in funds
they requested and the 40 percent in-
crease in personnel as requested by the
President. OFHEO never responded to
our requests for their budgets’ jus-
tification.
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Yet the committee ended up pro-

viding the still generous 15 percent in
increased funds contained in this bill.
Fifteen percent is a respectable
amount, given that so many of our ac-
counts had to be level funded due to
the tight budget allocation. Further,
there is only so much of an increase an
agency can absorb effectively in one
year. The Committee on Appropria-
tions reported dollar figure is based on
merit and not on any of the outside
forces that some have alluded to.

I urge rejection of the amendment
and support of the bill.

Mr. KANJORSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, as the ranking Demo-
crat on the subcommittee over the ju-
risdiction of the Office of Federal
Housing Enterprise Oversight, or
OFHEO, I rise to speak in favor of the
Hinchey amendment. This amendment
would increase the amount of funding
provided in the bill from $22 million to
approximately $26.8 million, the full
amount requested by OFHEO for the
year 2001.

Mr. Chairman, at this point, may I
point out this has nothing to do with
budget restrictions. All of this money
will be paid by Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac, and they are in favor of the ex-
penditure. OFHEO is the safety and
soundness regulator of Fannie Mae and
Freddie Mac. As such, Congress has
charged the agency to reduce the risk
of failure of the two companies in order
to ensure that they are able to con-
tinue their important mission in our
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Nation’s extremely successful housing
and mortgage finance sectors. Al-
though this organization receives its
fundings from the companies it regu-
lates and receives no taxpayer dollars,
unlike other financial regulators, it is
subject to the annual appropriations
process.

It is crucial that OFHEO have suffi-
cient capacity to fulfill its safety and
soundness oversight responsibilities.
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac continue
to grow and their operations increas-
ingly are complex. According to this
regulatory agency, the two enterprises
are currently exposed to more than $2
trillion in credit risk on mortgages.
That figure has doubled since 1993.
Moreover, this agency is in the process
of finalizing its risk-based capital
standings. When promulgated later this
year, OFHEO will need the resources to
enforce them properly.

We need to have a strong independent
regulator for the housing government
sponsored enterprises. We must also
ensure that the regulators have the re-
sources they need to get the job done.
As someone who participated in the
Congressional debate to resolve the
savings & loan crisis, I am acutely
aware of the need to protect taxpayers
from risk. It is in the public’s interest
that we maintain a strong regulatory
regime over Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac. This money will help this agency
to achieve this objective.

Mr. Chairman, I have a great respect
for the chairman of this subcommittee
of the Committee on Appropriations
and the ranking member. I know that
although, for whatever reason, they
have only limited the increase to 15
percent, that when they analyze the $2
trillion potential risk to the United
States taxpayers, when they realize
that it costs the budget allocation
nothing because it is budget neutral,
and because Fannie Mae and Freddie
Mac are in support of their own regu-
lator having more financial reserves to
handle the safety and soundness of
these two organizations, it would be
unreasonable for this Congress not to
grant them this requested fund.

So I urge my colleagues on the com-
mittee, both the chairman and the
ranking member, to realize that to
deny a request for approximately $4
million more by the regulators to regu-
late themselves, to save the exposure
of the American taxpayers to $2 tril-
lion of potential risk, and to provide
for safety and soundness, would really
be an unreasonable decision.

I urge my colleagues, both the chair-
man and the ranking member, to agree
with the Hinchey amendment, that it
is reasonable, it is proper, it does not
cost the taxpayers a cent, and that it
provides for safety and soundness for
the American people and for this gov-
ernment. I urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to support the Hin-
chey amendment.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I have been listening
to my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle, and I agree with much of
what they are saying. I too am a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Capital
Markets, Securities and Government
Sponsored Enterprises of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices. I too am very concerned about the
taxpayer exposure that the GSEs pro-
vide. I am concerned about the over ex-
tension of capital risk. But I believe we
are getting the cart in front of the
horse on this amendment.

What OFHEO has had is a plus-up of
about 15 percent over the last 4 years.
OFHEO has met its budget requests
over the last 4 years. The issue that we
are dealing with in discussing our
GSEs, the issue we are dealing with in
evaluating contingency taxpayer risk,
and the issue that we are dealing with
on the Subcommittee on Capital Mar-
kets, Securities and Government Spon-
sored Enterprises is changing the
structure of the regulator. So if we are
to try to pump a 50 percent increase
into this current regulator, into
OFHEO, it is putting the cart in front
of the horse.

What we need to do is pass good au-
thorizing legislation that provides for a
strong regulator to catch up with the
fact that the GSEs are growing ex-
tremely strongly. I believe the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs.
MALONEY), the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BENTSEN) and the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. KANJORSKI) are real-
ly hitting the nail on the head. They
are correct in saying that we have to
have a strong regulator over the GSEs.
All I am saying, Mr. Chairman, is that
we ought to do so after we have proper
authorizing legislation. We ought to do
so after we have authorized through
the Committee on Banking and Finan-
cial Services a proper regulator to do
its true job of ensuring taxpayer safety
and soundness with respect to these
GSEs.

So to give a 50 percent increase to
this overseer, to OFHEO, before enact-
ing proper oversight legislation, au-
thorizing legislation, would be a mis-
take. That is why I think a 15 percent
increase is more than enough. Let us
pass good authorizing legislation. I
urge Members to reject this amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY).

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to House
Resolution 525, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. HINCHEY)
will be postponed.

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, reverse Robin Hood;
robbing from the poor and working
people to give tax breaks to the rich.

Mr. Chairman, once again the Repub-
lican leadership is attempting to cut
housing programs that assist our Na-
tion’s poorest at the time our country
is going through the greatest economic
expansion in our national history. It
seems to me that we should be doing
everything we can to help our citizens
move from homelessness to home own-
ership, and public housing is critical in
that transition.

The funding cuts proposed for our
Nation’s most needy community is
simply a disgrace. Among the critical
programs that will suffer budget cuts
are public housing, drug elimination
grants, and CDBG programs. In addi-
tion, Brownfields redevelopment, an
area of particular concern to me since
there is a Superfund site in my area, is
being cut by 20 percent of the current
level.

Additional cuts made to the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant Pro-
gram are an embarrassment. This pro-
gram is extremely important, one that
assists communities to create eco-
nomic opportunity for residents of poor
neighborhoods. It is one of the most
flexible of all Federal grant programs
and allows States to work with part-
nerships, with local housing authori-
ties, to develop community and eco-
nomic development projects. These
block grants can be used to rehab hous-
ing, provide job training, finance com-
munity projects and assist local entre-
preneurs to start a new business or
shelter the homeless or abused spouses.

Every time I hold a town hall meet-
ing in my district, the issue of housing
always comes up. Public housing, el-
derly housing, those participants can-
not be ignored.

I feel it is my responsibility as an
elected official to stand up for my con-
stituents and defend their needs. I be-
lieve it is the job of Congress to rep-
resent those who have little resources,
and particularly no voice, not those
who can afford the best attorneys and
find loopholes in the Tax Code to cir-
cumvent their taxes.

This budget is drawn up to benefit
the wealthy. Just last week the major-
ity party passed a bill giving estate tax
breaks to the wealthiest families with
large assets. While the majority party
is giving tax cuts to wealthy Ameri-
cans, even in good economic times the
poor continue to suffer, mainly because
of unjust funding priorities, such as the
one proposed in this bill.

While the President’s budget, and I
want to commend him, would increase
vital infrastructure investments in
families and communities, the Repub-
lican version of this bill, if passed,
would have a devastating impact on
these same communities nationwide. In
my district, Florida’s third, the effects
of these cuts will prove disastrous and
could reach the millions of dollars.

These families will be devastated,
those that rely on public housing. The
number of families with worst case
housing needs, defined as paying more
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than 50 percent of income on rental, re-
mains at an all time high. Further-
more, families in the traditional wel-
fare-to-work have special needs for as-
sistance, as housing is typically the
greatest financial burden. Yet this bill
strips all funds from welfare to work.
Let me repeat that: This bill strips all
funds from welfare-to-work.

The slight increase in the VA-HUD
bill provided for Section 8 funding does
not go far enough, since virtually all of
the housing programs designed to help
the neediest are being cut.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I like the
scripture, ‘‘To whom God has given
much, much is expected.’’ The people
are expecting us to do our job and rep-
resent all of the people, not just the
wealthy; the elderly, the old people,
the people in need, and I am hoping
that there will be some leadership from
the other side on what is right for the
people.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, as we
know of no remaining amendments to
title II, I ask unanimous consent that
the remainder of title II be considered
as read, printed in the RECORD, and
open to amendment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
The text of the bill from page 47, line

6, through page 52, line 6, is as follows:
ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS

FINANCING ADJUSTMENT FACTORS

SEC. 201. Fifty percent of the amounts of
budget authority, or in lieu thereof 50 per-
cent of the cash amounts associated with
such budget authority, that are recaptured
from projects described in section 1012(a) of
the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assist-
ance Amendments Act of 1988 (Public Law
100–628; 102 Stat. 3224, 3268) shall be re-
scinded, or in the case of cash, shall be re-
mitted to the Treasury, and such amounts of
budget authority or cash recaptured and not
rescinded or remitted to the Treasury shall
be used by State housing finance agencies or
local governments or local housing agencies
with projects approved by the Secretary of
Housing and Urban Development for which
settlement occurred after January 1, 1992, in
accordance with such section. Notwith-
standing the previous sentence, the Sec-
retary may award up to 15 percent of the
budget authority or cash recaptured and not
rescinded or remitted to the Treasury to pro-
vide project owners with incentives to refi-
nance their project at a lower interest rate.

FAIR HOUSING AND FREE SPEECH

SEC. 202. None of the amounts made avail-
able under this Act may be used during fiscal
year 2001 to investigate or prosecute under
the Fair Housing Act any otherwise lawful
activity engaged in by one or more persons,
including the filing or maintaining of a non-
frivolous legal action, that is engaged in
solely for the purpose of achieving or pre-
venting action by a Government official or
entity, or a court of competent jurisdiction.

HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES FOR PERSONS WITH
AIDS GRANTS

SEC. 203. (a) ELIGIBILITY.—Notwithstanding
section 854(c)(1)(A) of the AIDS Housing Op-
portunity Act (42 U.S.C. 12903(c)(1)(A)), from
any amounts made available under this title
for fiscal year 2001 that are allocated under
such section, the Secretary of Housing and

Urban Development shall allocate and make
a grant, in the amount determined under
subsection (b), for any State that—

(1) received an allocation in a prior fiscal
year under clause (ii) of such section; and

(2) is not otherwise eligible for an alloca-
tion for fiscal year 2001 under such clause (ii)
because the areas in the State outside of the
metropolitan statistical areas that qualify
under clause (i) in fiscal year 2001 do not
have the number of cases of acquired im-
munodeficiency syndrome required under
such clause.

(b) AMOUNT.—The amount of the allocation
and grant for any State described in sub-
section (a) shall be an amount based on the
cumulative number of AIDS cases in the
areas of that State that are outside of met-
ropolitan statistical areas that qualify under
clause (i) of such section 845(c)(1)(A) in fiscal
year 2001, in proportion to AIDS cases among
cities and States that qualify under clauses
(i) and (ii) of such section and States deemed
eligible under subsection (a).

(c) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.—Section 856 of
the Act is amended by adding the following
new subsection at the end:

‘‘(h) ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW.—For pur-
poses of environmental review, a grant under
this subtitle shall be treated as assistance
for a special project that is subject to sec-
tion 305(c) of the Multifamily Housing Prop-
erty Disposition Reform Act of 1994, and
shall be subject to the regulations issued by
the Secretary to implement such section.’’.

ENHANCED DISPOSITION AUTHORITY

SEC. 204. Section 204 of the Departments of
Veterans Affairs and Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and Independent Agencies Appro-
priations Act, 1997, is amended by striking
‘‘and 2000’’ and inserting ‘‘2000, and there-
after’’.
MAXIMUM PAYMENT STANDARD FOR ENHANCED

VOUCHERS

SEC. 205. Section 8(t)(1)(B) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 is amended by in-
serting ‘‘and any other reasonable limit pre-
scribed by the Secretary’’ immediately be-
fore the semicolon.

VOUCHERS FOR DIFFICULT UTILIZATION AREAS

SEC. 206. Section 8(o)(1) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437f(o)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘sub-
paragraph (D)’’ and inserting ‘‘subparagraphs
(D) and (E)’’;

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as
subparagraph (F); and

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the
following new subparagraph:

‘‘(E) DIFFICULT UTILIZATION AREAS.—
‘‘(i) CRITERIA.—The Secretary shall estab-

lish criteria setting forth requirements for
treatment of areas as difficult utilization
areas with respect to the voucher program
under this subsection, which may include
criteria specifying a low vacancy rate for
rental housing, a particular rate of inflation
in rental housing costs, failure to lease units
by more than 30 percent of families issued
vouchers having an applicable payment
standard of 110 percent of the fair market
rental or higher, and any other criteria the
Secretary considers appropriate.

‘‘(ii) USE OF ASSISTANCE.—Any public hous-
ing agency that serves a difficult utilization
area may—

‘‘(I) increase the payment standard appli-
cable to all or part of such area for any size
of dwelling unit to not more than 150 percent
of the fair market rental established under
subsection (c) for the same size of dwelling
unit in the same market area; and

‘‘(II) use amounts provided for assistance
under this section to make payments or pro-
vide services to assist families issued vouch-

ers under this subsection to lease suitable
housing, except that the cost of any such
payments or services for a family may not
exceed the agency’s average cost per family
of 6 months of monthly assistance pay-
ments.’’.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:
TITLE III—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES

AMERICAN BATTLE MONUMENTS COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, of the American Battle Monu-
ments Commission, including the acquisition
of land or interest in land in foreign coun-
tries; purchases and repair of uniforms for
caretakers of national cemeteries and monu-
ments outside of the United States and its
territories and possessions; rent of office and
garage space in foreign countries; purchase
(one for replacement only) and hire of pas-
senger motor vehicles; and insurance of offi-
cial motor vehicles in foreign countries,
when required by law of such countries,
$28,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended.
CHEMICAL SAFETY AND HAZARD INVESTIGATION

BOARD

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses in carrying out ac-
tivities pursuant to section 112(r)(6) of the
Clean Air Act, including hire of passenger
vehicles, and for services authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not
to exceed the per diem equivalent to the
maximum rate payable for senior level posi-
tions under 5 U.S.C. 5376, $8,000,000, $5,000,000
of which to remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2001 and $3,000,000 of which to re-
main available until September 30, 2002: Pro-
vided, That the Chemical Safety and Hazard
Investigation Board shall have not more
than three career Senior Executive Service
positions.

DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FINANCIAL
INSTITUTIONS

FUND PROGRAM ACCOUNT

To carry out the Community Development
Banking and Financial Institutions Act of
1994, including services authorized by 5
U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for individuals not
to exceed the per diem rate equivalent to the
rate for ES–3, $105,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002, of which
$5,000,000 shall be for technical assistance
and training programs designed to benefit
Native American Communities, and up to
$9,500,000 may be used for administrative ex-
penses, up to $23,000,000 may be used for the
cost of direct loans, and up to $1,000,000 may
be used for administrative expenses to carry
out the direct loan program: Provided, That
the cost of direct loans, including the cost of
modifying such loans, shall be as defined in
section 502 of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974: Provided further, That these funds are
available to subsidize gross obligations for
the principal amount of direct loans not to
exceed $53,000,000: Provided further, That ad-
ministrative costs of the Technical Assist-
ance Program under section 108, the Train-
ing Program under section 109, and the costs
of the Native American Lending Study under
section 117 shall not be considered to be ad-
ministrative expenses of the Fund.

CONSUMER PRODUCT SAFETY COMMISSION

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses of the Consumer
Product Safety Commission, including hire
of passenger motor vehicles, services as au-
thorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at rates for in-
dividuals not to exceed the per diem rate
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equivalent to the maximum rate payable
under 5 U.S.C. 5376, purchase of nominal
awards to recognize non-Federal officials’
contributions to Commission activities, and
not to exceed $500 for official reception and
representation expenses, $51,000,000.

Mr. MOLLOHAN (during the read-
ing). Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous
consent that the bill to page 54, line 20
be considered as read, printed in the
RECORD, and open to amendment at
any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
West Virginia?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read:
The Clerk read as follows:

CORPORATION FOR NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY
SERVICE

NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE PROGRAMS

OPERATING EXPENSES

Of the funds appropriated under this head-
ing in Public Law 106–74, the Corporation for
National and Community Service shall use
such amounts of such funds as may be nec-
essary to carry out the orderly termination
of the programs, activities, and initiatives
under the National Community Service Act
of 1990 (Public Law 103–82) and the Corpora-
tion: Provided, That such sums shall be uti-
lized to resolve all responsibilities and obli-
gations in connection with said Corporation.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FARR OF
CALIFORNIA

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. FARR of Cali-

fornia:
Restore funding for Corporation for Na-

tional and Community Service.
Strike lines 23 on page 54 through line 6 on

page 55 and insert the following:
For necessary expenses for the Corporation

for National and Community service in car-
rying out programs, activities and initia-
tives under the National and Community
Service Act of 1990, $533,700,000.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
a point of order against the gentle-
man’s amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York reserves a point of
order.

The gentleman from California (Mr.
FARR) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, it has been a long day and night.
I want to say how much I appreciate
the good leadership of the chairman in
conducting tonight’s business.

I rise on a very sad note. It was a
note that was just read by the Clerk,
that the majority of that party in this
House wants to strike all of the fund-
ing for the Corporation for National
Service.

We have funded, fully funded, an all
voluntary military. We have partially
funded, and I applaud that, funding for
the Peace Corps. But when it gets to
supporting our own, ensuring our own
domestic tranquility and taking a pro-
gram that is one of America’s most
successful, the American Corporation
for National Service, or AmeriCorps,
we cut the funding to zero.

The time I think has come for Con-
gress to realize the lasting contribu-
tion that volunteerism has given to
America by fully funding the national
service programs. This includes
AmeriCorps, the National Senior Serv-
ice Corps, the Service Learning Pro-
grams.

I know the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. WALSH), cares about this be-
cause he served in the Peace Corps at
the same time I did, and we know the
value of service. That is, as the Amer-
ican Heritage Dictionary reads, to give
or to offer to give on one’s own initia-
tive.

What we are striking and hopefully
refunding tonight is these public-pri-
vate partnerships that are trans-
forming our communities and success-
fully challenging our young people to
make something of themselves.

As communities and as a Nation, we
are stronger and healthier because of
these volunteers. They tackle problems
like illiteracy in America, crime in
America, poverty in America, while in-
stilling a commitment to public serv-
ice for Americans of all ages in every
community throughout this Nation.

Our society works precisely because
lots of folks out there are helping other
folks in many different ways. In fact,
we have a social contract to help each
other. In this country, we have young
people in need of basic reading and
writing skills. We have teenagers in
need of mentors and role models. We
have homebound seniors in need of food
and a little companionship. We have
families in need of homes. We have
communities in need of disaster assist-
ance.

Solutions to these problems can best
be found when individuals, families,
and communities come together in
service to their neighbors and to their
fellow citizens.

We can make a difference, but volun-
teers are critical to finding these solu-
tions and touching these lives. That is
where the Corporation for National
Service comes in. AmeriCorps members
and service volunteers fill these needs
by providing essential people power at
the local level.

In my own State of California, we
have more than 145,000 people of all
ages and backgrounds working in 289
national service projects. Nationwide,
we have more than 62,000 Americans
serving in AmeriCorps from 1998 to
1999, bringing the total number of cur-
rent and former members to more than
100,000 Americans who have served in
Americorps.

They have taught, tutored, and
mentored more than 2.6 million chil-
dren, served 564,000 at-risk youth in
after-school programs, operated 40,500
safety patrols, rehabilitated 25,180
homes, aided more than 2.4 million
homeless individuals, and immunized
about 500,000 people. They have accom-
plished this all while generating $1.66
in benefits for each dollar that is spent.

Most people do not know how
AmeriCorps operates and assume that

some top-down Washington bureauc-
racy runs the program and deploys
members around the country. The op-
posite is exactly true. AmeriCorps is
one of the most successful experiments
in State and local control the govern-
ment has ever supported.

In fact, the bulk of AmeriCorps fund-
ing is in the hands of our Nation’s Gov-
ernors, who make grants to local non-
profits in our communities. The non-
profits then select the participants and
run the programs.

This is very important because stud-
ies have found that people are more
likely to volunteer if they know some-
one who volunteers regularly or who
was involved as a youth in organiza-
tions using volunteers. AmeriCorps
members generate an average of 12 ad-
ditional volunteers around the Nation.
Not only are they helping our commu-
nities, they are setting examples for
others to follow.

It is critical to recognize that under
the leadership of former Senator Harris
Wofford, AmeriCorps has embraced its
critics and reinvented itself as a lean-
er, more decentralized, and non-
partisan operation. AmeriCorps has de-
volved more and more of its authority
to States and local nonprofits in recent
years, including a major commitment
to faith-based institutions.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has expired.

(On request of Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, and by unanimous consent, Mr.
FARR of California was allowed to pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.)

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, about 15 percent of AmeriCorps
members serve in faith-based institu-
tions, and the number is growing.

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we re-
claim the bipartisan tradition and sup-
port national service that has long
been the hallmark of American poli-
tics. Members of Congress now have an
opportunity to separate policy from
politics, to reach a bipartisan con-
sensus on the value of AmeriCorps.

I might add in closing, Mr. Speaker,
this is an election year, and we have
62,000 AmeriCorps volunteers in the
field. Each of those has two parents,
120,000 voters, and each has four grand-
parents; 240,000 people out there who
have sons and daughters and relatives
that are in the Peace Corps, including
staff that are in this room right now
whose daughters are serving in
AmeriCorps.

We have to get this re-funded. It is
absurd that the Republican party has
decided to zero out this in our budget.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentleman very much for his comments
on AmeriCorps and for the case that he
has made.

It is essentially unbelievable, for
those of us who know the role
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AmeriCorps plays in so many of our
communities, as the gentleman points
out, whether it is mentoring our chil-
dren or helping our communities with
substance abuse problems or working
with communities to organize them-
selves and to make positive contribu-
tions.

Recently in Vallejo, California, I had
a chance to work with our community
organization that is funded by the Rob-
ert Wood Johnson Foundation called
Fighting Back. AmeriCorps volunteers
came in to help the community orga-
nize neighborhood cleanups and sub-
stance abuse programs.

We have worked in a number of dif-
ferent programs around Vallejo. In
each case, after we had finished spend-
ing the weekend in those communities
cleaning up, getting rid of the junk,
getting rid of the old cars, getting the
shrubbery cut back and all the rest of
it, the contacts and the calls to the po-
lice department plummeted in those
communities.

Where there used to be drug dealing
on the street, where there used to be
abuse in the families, contacts with
criminal activity in the neighborhood,
they went down by 30 and 40 percent in
those neighborhoods because of the
work of the AmeriCorps volunteers to
go in, to organize community watch
programs, neighborhood watch pro-
grams, programs for schoolchildren,
programs on substance abuse. There
were dramatic changes in these neigh-
borhoods basically run by volunteers
with the coordination AmeriCorps
brings to those.

Talk about cost-effective, in terms of
just the savings to emergency re-
sponses, in that one city we are talking
about hundreds of thousands of dollars
that has been saved in that effort be-
cause of AmeriCorps volunteers.

To zero out their funding is just to
simply turn our backs on these com-
munities, and to turn our backs on
young Americans, for the most part,
but older Americans, too, who are
doing what we say is the best of what
we want in our citizens, and that is to
volunteer. These are people who come
in and coordinate and get those kinds
of community involvement that we all
aspire to in our own communities.

So I thank the gentleman very much
for raising this issue and discussing
this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has again expired.

(On request of Mr. DICKS, and by
unanimous consent, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia was allowed to proceed for 2 ad-
ditional minutes.)

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. DICKS. Mr. Chairman, I want to
commend the gentleman too for his
statement here tonight. I want to say,
I find much the same in the State of
Washington in the Tacoma-Bremerton
area, that the AmeriCorps volunteers

are doing an outstanding job working
with young people in after-school pro-
grams, working with people, juvenile
offenders.

It is a program that I think has tre-
mendous credibility. I think Harris
Wofford has done a great job of it. I am
just shocked that again, for partisan
reasons, I guess, because people do not
like the President, we are cutting out a
program that has tremendous merit.

Mr. FARR of California. Mr. Chair-
man, they have totally zeroed out this
program. I ask the gentleman from
California (Mr. WALSH) as chairman of
this committee, when he goes into con-
ference to fight as hard to get this re-
established as he did to get the Peace
Corps funded, as I did to get the Peace
Corps funded.

We cannot just have a foreign Peace
Corps and not have a domestic Peace
Corps. This is absolutely essential to
America to give youth a chance. To
give America a chance to invest in an
ounce of prevention, which is all these
Members of Congress have said, is cer-
tainly worth a pound of cure.

Mr. DICKS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, for
many years I have supported the Youth
Conservation Corps, which has been a
tremendous organization. Our national
parks, our national forests, the Fish
and Wildlife Service, these young peo-
ple are out there doing tremendously
credible things in our public lands.

Again, this is a program that we had
to fight to save during the Reagan and
Bush administrations. For some rea-
son, these programs get targeted when
we need to be doing these things. We
need to be cleaning up these areas.

The Campaign to Keep America
Beautiful has kind of fallen on deaf
ears here in this new generation. We
need to explain to people again how
important that is, and here are our
young people out there doing this good
work.

I am stunned that we are again try-
ing to take the funding out for this
program. I think it is one of the Presi-
dent’s finest accomplishments.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
If the gentleman will continue to yield,
earlier this evening some were fortu-
nate enough to go over to the Library
of Congress and listen to a young
teacher, the California teacher of the
year.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
has again expired.

(On request of Mr. GEORGE MILLER of
California, and by unanimous consent,
Mr. FARR of California was allowed to
proceed for 2 additional minutes.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FARR of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California.
Mr. Chairman, she was head of the New
York corporation, the Americorps Cor-
poration. I believe the gentleman was
from Buffalo. They had been taking

about what they had been able to do in
terms of AmeriCorps volunteers in the
classrooms to help with these difficult
schools, to help with students and to
reclaim these students’ lives because of
the attention these AmeriCorps volun-
teers were able to provide, two young
students who were turning their lives
around.

She wrote a rather remarkable book
about the Freedom Riders and what
happened in Long Beach, and she is
now out replicating that in schools of
education and with AmeriCorps volun-
teers all across the country.

Yet, we are saddled this evening with
seeing that is zeroed out, and obviously
it is a national program zeroed out in
this budget, zeroed out in California, in
New York, in the State of Washington.
It is a tragedy that we would not cap-
italize on the resources that these
young people in the Americorps Cor-
poration bring to civic life in America.
I thank the gentleman again for rais-
ing this issue.

Mr. DICKS. I appreciate the gentle-
man’s leadership.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I understand the con-
straints under which the gentleman
from New York (Chairman WALSH) is
working, and commend him for doing a
very admirable job under difficult cir-
cumstances. However, I am deeply con-
cerned about a number of programs re-
duced or eliminated in this bill.

Of greatest concern to me, this legis-
lation would terminate most programs
under the Corporation for National
Service, including AmeriCorps. As a
fiscal conservative, I believe national
service is one of the wisest and least
costly investments our government can
make. Every $1 spent on AmeriCorps
generates $1.66 in benefits to the com-
munity. Every full-time AmeriCorps
members generates an average of 12 ad-
ditional volunteers.

AmeriCorps is one of the most suc-
cessful experiments in State and local
controls the Federal government has
embarked upon: Two-thirds of
AmeriCorps’ funding goes directly to
the Governor-appointed State commis-
sions, which then make grants to local
nonprofits.

Since 1994, more than 150,000 Ameri-
cans have served as AmeriCorps mem-
bers in all 50 States. They have taught,
tutored, or mentored more than 2.5
million students, recruited, supervised,
or trained more than 1.6 million volun-
teers, built or rehabilitated more than
25,000 homes, provided living assistance
to more than 208,000 senior citizens,
and planted more than more than 52
million trees.

AmeriCorps Members are not only
helping meet the immediate needs in
our communities, they are also teach-
ing through their example the impor-
tance of serving and helping others.

As a former Peace Corps volunteer, I
know the significance of this long-last-
ing lesson. Our youth want so des-
perately to take hold of their destiny
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and work to ensure a brighter and
more prosperous future. There is so
much they can do. All they need is the
opportunity.

Secondly, I am troubled by proposed
cuts in the community development
block grant program, CDBG, which
would be funded at $4.5 billion, a level
$300 million below fiscal year 2000, de-
spite a 417 to 8 vote by this House on
H.R. 1776 to increase this program’s au-
thorization to $4.9 billion.

b 2230
CDBG is the largest source of Federal

community development assistance to
State and local governments. It is one
of the most flexible, most successful
programs the Federal Government ad-
ministers. The CDBG program puts de-
velopment funds where they can most
effectively be allocated: in local com-
munities. Communities may use CDBG
money for a variety of community de-
velopment activities, including hous-
ing, community development, eco-
nomic development and public service
activities.

The bottom line for me, Mr. Chair-
man, in closing, is I believe strongly in
AmeriCorps. I regret it is not in the
bill. I understand why it was not placed
in the bill, because some Members on
either side of the aisle will decide to
fund veterans programs or some other
program and offset it with the National
Service Programs, and Republicans and
Democrats alike will vote for a vet-
erans program over this.

But this program, like veterans pro-
grams, has its place. And I hope and I
expect when we vote out this bill and
the conference committee meets, that
we will see the CDBG money restored
and AmeriCorps and the National Serv-
ice Program restored. If it is not, I
would vote against the conference re-
port. But I do intend to vote out this
bill, hopefully this evening or tomor-
row.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York continue to reserve his
point of order?

Mr. WALSH. I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Chairman, I move

to strike the requisite number of
words, and I rise in strong support of
the AmeriCorps program.

I rise in strong support of the count-
less volunteers that are working on
teaching projects, projects for the
homeless, projects for the environment
across the country, and I rise in strong
support of a program that is working
extremely well.

Mr. Chairman, as we look for ways to
solve some of the problems in America,
many of us so-called new Democrats
have looked for ways to delegate re-
sponsibility at the State or the local
level, but to give them some of the re-
sources at the local level, whether it be
in education, whether it be working
with existing infrastructure or with
people at the local level to try to solve
some of these vexing and difficult prob-
lems.

We have come up with a very, very
innovative and now successful program

called AmeriCorps that gives money at
the Federal level not to a 10-story
building in Washington, D.C. but to
local communities and volunteers in
places like South Bend, Indiana, and
Elkhart, Indiana, and Mishawaka, Indi-
ana that are working with the home-
less on a day-to-day basis to try to
teach the homeless every-day skills;
balancing their checkbooks, taking
care of their children, working to solve
some of the personal and faith-based
problems that they experience as indi-
viduals. This is taking place in South
Bend, Indiana at the Center for the
Homeless, and it is also in conjunction
with AmeriCorps that is funded at the
Federal level.

This program should not be zeroed
out by this budget because we are
doing exactly what the American peo-
ple want us to do: Solve problems with
local people at the local level. Not with
big bureaucracy, not with 10 story
buildings in Washington, D.C., not with
committees in Congress, but with local
people with strong hands and big
hearts.

We also have a program, Mr. Chair-
man, at the University of Notre Dame
called the Alliance for Catholic Edu-
cation. And there we are working with
both Catholic schools and the public
school system in South Bend to recruit
teachers, something every community
in America is having problems with,
and getting these teachers through the
University of Notre Dame with ad-
vanced degrees in teaching; having
them teach in the summer school in
South Bend, Indiana to students that
are having problems learning, that
might fall behind; helping them with
remediation and tutoring skills. And
then these teachers go on to 12 States
across the south to teach in schools in
very poor areas where they cannot re-
cruit teachers to teach math and
science and technology. Some of those
are Catholic schools.

What a fantastic partnership between
the Federal Government, local public
schools and parochial schools in poor
inner-city areas. That is AmeriCorps.
That is working in South Bend and
branching out to 12 States. We should
not cut it. We should support it. And I
would encourage my colleagues in Con-
gress in a bipartisan way to fight hard
to restore these funds in conference for
a very successful program at the local
level.

POINT OF ORDER

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman
from New York insist on his point of
order?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I do in-
sist on my point of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state his point of order.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I make a
point of order against the amendment
because it is in violation of section
302(f) of the Congressional Budget Act
of 1974. The Committee on Appropria-
tions filed a suballocation of budget to-
tals for fiscal year 2001 on June 20, 2000,
House Report 106–683. This amendment

would provide new budget authority in
excess of the subcommittee suballoca-
tion made under section 302(b) and is
not permitted under section 302(f) of
the Act.

I ask for a ruling of the Chair.
The CHAIRMAN. Does any Member

wish to be heard on the point of order?
If not, the Chair is authoritatively

guided by an estimate of the Com-
mittee on the Budget, pursuant to sec-
tion 312 of the Budget Act, that an
amendment providing any net increase
in new discretionary budget authority
would cause a breach of the pertinent
allocation of such authority. The
amendment offered by the gentleman
from California would increase the
level of new discretionary budget au-
thority in the bill. As such, the amend-
ment violates section 302(f) of the
Budget Act. The point of order is,
therefore, sustained. The amendment is
not in order.

The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

For necessary expenses of the Office of In-
spector General in carrying out the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978, as amended,
$5,000,000.

COURT OF APPEALS FOR VETERANS CLAIMS

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses for the operation of
the United States Court of Appeals for Vet-
erans Claims, as authorized by 38 U.S.C. 7251–
7298, $12,500,000, of which $895,000, shall be
available for the purpose of providing finan-
cial assistance as described, and in accord-
ance with the process and reporting proce-
dures set forth, under this heading in Public
Law 102–229.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to explain to the
House that we have reached an agree-
ment, both sides, on the continued de-
bate of this bill, and I would just like
to make sure everyone is aware that
there will be no further votes this
evening. We will take up the VA-HUD
bill tomorrow after the conclusion of
the debate on the WTO.

We have agreement on all amend-
ments, all points of order are pro-
tected, we have time for all the amend-
ments, and we will be coming in at 9
a.m. to work on WTO. Once that is con-
cluded, we will work on the VA-HUD.
The gentleman from West Virginia
(Mr. MOLLOHAN) and I have agreed to
try to conclude debate on the VA-HUD
bill by 9:00 p.m. tomorrow evening.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALSH. I yield to the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. MOLLOHAN. Mr. Chairman, the
chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from New York (Mr.
WALSH), has stated the agreement as
we understand it. All amendments that
are going to be in order tomorrow are
contained in the unanimous consent
agreement and associated with each
amendment is a time certain for de-
bate. We will have no objection to the
unanimous consent request.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE—CIVIL

CEMETERIAL EXPENSES, ARMY

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

For necessary expenses, as authorized by
law, for maintenance, operation, and im-
provement of Arlington National Cemetery
and Soldiers’ and Airmen’s Home National
Cemetery, including the purchase of two pas-
senger motor vehicles for replacement only,
and not to exceed $1,000 for official reception
and representation expenses, $17,949,000, to
remain available until expended.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF ENVIRONMENTAL
HEALTH SCIENCES

For necessary expenses for the National In-
stitute of Environmental Health Sciences in
carrying out activities set forth in section
311(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation and Liability Act of
1980, as amended, $60,000,000, to remain avail-
able until September 30, 2002.
AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND DISEASE

REGISTRY

TOXIC SUBSTANCES AND ENVIRONMENTAL
PUBLIC HEALTH

For necessary expenses for the Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
(ATSDR) in carrying out activities set forth
in sections 104(i), 111(c)(4), and 111(c)(14) of
the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended, section 118(f) of the
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA), as amended, and section
3019 of the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as
amended, $70,000,000, to be derived from the
Hazardous Substance Superfund Trust Fund
pursuant to section 517(a) of SARA (26 U.S.C.
9507), to remain available until September
30, 2002: Provided, That not withstanding any
other provision of law, in lieu of performing
a health assessment under section 104(i)(6) of
CERCLA, the Administrator of ATSDR may
conduct other appropriate health studies,
evaluations, or activities, including, without
limitation, biomedical testing, clinical eval-
uations, medical monitoring, and referral to
accredited health care providers: Provided
further, That in performing any such health
assessment or health study, evaluation, or
activity, the Administrator of ATSDR shall
not be bound by the deadlines in section
104(i)(6)(A) of CERCLA: Provided further,
That none of the funds appropriated under
this heading shall be available for the Agen-
cy for Toxic Substances and Disease Reg-
istry to issue in excess of 40 toxicological
profiles pursuant to section 104(i) of CERCLA
during the fiscal years 2001 and 2002, and ex-
isting profiles may be updated as necessary.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

For science and technology, including re-
search and development activities, which
shall include research and development ac-
tivities under the Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liabil-
ity Act of 1980, as amended; necessary ex-
penses for personnel and related costs and
travel expenses, including uniforms, or al-
lowances therefore, as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
5901–5902; services as authorized by 5 U.S.C.
3109, but at rates for individuals not to ex-
ceed the per diem rate equivalent to the
maximum rate payable for senior level posi-
tions under 5 U.S.C. 5376; procurement of lab-
oratory equipment and supplies; other oper-
ating expenses in support of research and de-
velopment; construction, alteration, repair,

rehabilitation, and renovation of facilities,
not to exceed $75,000 per project, $650,000,000,
which shall remain available until Sep-
tember 30, 2002.

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to the VA–HUD appropria-
tions bill and its inadequate funding levels for
our nation’s housing need.

The bill currently provides $2.5 billion less
than the President’s request and would under-
fund almost every program within the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD).

This inadequate funding would severely im-
pact our nation’s communities and roll back
much of the progress we have made towards
making affordable housing and economic de-
velopment opportunities available to all Ameri-
cans.

As the nation enjoys its longest sustained
economic boom, now is the time to meet our
critical housing needs and fully fund our hous-
ing services and programs—not neglect them.

I have deep concerns about this bill be-
cause, among other things, it:

Fails to fund the administration’s request for
120,000 rental assistance vouchers. This in-
cludes 10,000 vouchers to construct the first
affordable housing units for families since
1996.

It cuts the President’s proposed funding lev-
els for the Community Development Block
Grant (CDBG) program by almost $400 mil-
lion, and it fails to provide funding for Amer-
ica’s Private Investment Companies (APIC)
which stimulate private investment in dis-
tressed communities.

These are just a few examples of how the
VA–HUD bill in front of us today short
changes the millions of lower income Ameri-
cans who critically need the assistance pro-
vided by the Department of Housing and
Urban Development.

We can and must do better. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in opposing this inadequate
bill.

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today with regard to the establishment of an
outpatient clinic in the Seventh Congressional
District of Georgia. There are more than
670,000 veterans in Georgia, and a significant
number live in the Seventh Congressional Dis-
trict 55,000 veterans live in Cobb County
alone. Some 4,000 of these veterans utilize
the veterans health care system. The nearest
clinic is on the east side of Atlanta, which
means the veterans who reside in the western
part of my congressional district must travel up
to 70 miles each way, to get VA medical at-
tention. This is an extremely long distance to
travel for any type of medical care. It is even
more of a hardship for the elderly, sick or
those who cannot drive themselves.

On September 9, 1999, the House of Rep-
resentatives considered the Departments of
Veterans Affairs, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, and Independent Agencies Appropria-
tion bill for Fiscal Year 2000, H.R. 2684. Dur-
ing that debate, Chairman WALSH and I had a
colloquy, in which he pledged his support to
assist me in establishing an outpatient clinic in
the congressional district. I want to take this
opportunity to thank the Chairman for all his
assistance with regard to the establishment of
this outpatient clinic.

On September 27, 1999, Chairman WALSH
wrote me a letter stating that, ‘‘the establish-
ment of an outpatient clinic is the decision of

the local VISN Director based on resources
and need. We will make inquiries to the VA
and the Director of VISN regarding the situa-
tion in your district.’’ In addition, to follow-up
on that pledge the Subcommittee conference
report to H.R. 2684 included the following pro-
vision: ‘‘the conferees direct the VA to submit
a report on access to medical care and com-
munity-based outpatient clinics in Georgia 7th
Congressional District 30 days after the enact-
ment of this bill.’’ President Bill Clinton signed
this legislation on October 20, 1999.

On January 14, 2000, I met with R.A.
Perreault, Director of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs Medical Center in Georgia, who
pledged his support to establish an Outpatient
Clinic in the Seventh Congressional District in
Fiscal Year 2000. In addition, on January 27,
2000, the Departments of Veterans Affairs,
Housing and Urban Development and Inde-
pendent Agencies Subcommittees sent to my
congressional office a document entitled ‘‘Ac-
cess to Care in Georgia 7th Congressional
District’’ from the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs. This evaluation stated:

[W]ithin the past year, there has been sig-
nificant amount of interest from Congress-
man Barr on the implementation of a Com-
munity Based Outpatient Clinic in the 7th
Congressional District of Georgia . . . the
VISN 7 Primary Care Service Line recently
completed an evaluation of potential sites
for future CBOCs using specific criteria . . .
a proposed CBOC in Cobb County has been
identified as a high priority and is noted in
the Strategic Plan.

As you are aware, the VA has a goal of im-
proving access to care and timeliness of serv-
ice. The VISN 7 has set aside funds to be
used to activate additional CBOCs in fiscal
years 2000 and 2001. The proposed Cobb
County CBOC is planned for a fiscal year
2000 activation. The VA notes in its report, fu-
ture decisions regarding the implementation of
new initiatives will continue to be based in part
on the budget forecast. The report states, ‘‘the
opening of additional CBOCs remains subject
to the availability of funds and other significant
factors.’’

The Atlanta office of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs has already approved the facility
and I am pleased to announce to Chairman
WALSH, and the Members of the House of
Representatives, that in the next several
weeks an outpatient clinic will open in the
Seventh Congressional District in Georgia.

Given the large number of veterans in the
western and northern parts of the 7th District,
I pledge to continue working with the Chair-
man, and with the Department, to build addi-
tional outpatient clinics in the 7th District; in-
cluding near the I–20 corridor to the west of
Atlanta, and northwest of Atlanta along the I–
75 corridor.

These clinics are a win-win; they save
money, and they are a tremendous benefit to
our veterans.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the Committee rose;

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
FOSSELLA) having assumed the chair,
Mr. PEASE, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 4635) making appropriations for
the Departments of Veterans Affairs
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and Housing and Urban Development,
and for sundry independent agencies,
boards, commissions, corporations, and
offices for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.
f

LIMITATION ON AMENDMENTS
DURING FURTHER CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 4635, DEPART-
MENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
AND HOUSING AND URBAN DE-
VELOPMENT, AND INDEPENDENT
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2001

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that during further
consideration of H.R. 4635 in the Com-
mittee of the Whole, pursuant to House
Resolution 525, no further amendment
to the bill shall be in order except:

(1) Pro forma amendments offered by
the chairman or ranking minority
member of the Committee on Appro-
priations or their designees for the pur-
pose of debate;

(2) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 10
minutes:

Ms. KAPTUR regarding VA Mental Ill-
ness Research;

Mr. PASCRELL regarding VA Right to
Know Act;

Mr. SAXTON regarding EPA Estuary
Funding;

Mr. ROEMER regarding Space Station;
and

The amendments printed in the por-
tion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of
rule XVIII and numbered 7, 8, 13, 14, 15,
17, 33, 41 and 43;

(3) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 20
minutes:

Mr. EDWARDS regarding VA Health
and Research; and

The amendments printed in the por-
tion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of
rule XVIII and numbered 23, 34, and 35;
and

(4) The following additional amend-
ments, which shall be debatable for 30
minutes:

Mr. OBEY regarding National Science
Foundation;

Mr. COLLINS regarding Clean Air;
Mr. BOYD regarding FEMA;
Mr. OLVER regarding the Kyoto Pro-

tocol; and
The amendments printed in the por-

tion of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD des-
ignated for that purpose in clause 8 of
rule XVIII and numbered 3, 4, 24, 25,
and 39.

Each additional amendment may be
offered only by the Member designated
in this request, or a designee, or the
Member who caused it to be printed, or
a designee, and shall be considered as
read. Each additional amendment shall
be debatable for the time specified
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent; shall not
be subject to amendment; and shall not
be subject to a demand for a division of

the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole.

Mr. Speaker, this bipartisan agree-
ment was joined with the proviso that
we complete our work on the bill by
9:00 p.m. tomorrow evening.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

f

HOUR OF MEETING ON
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 2000

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from New York?

There was no objection.

f
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CONGRATULATING THE LOS ANGE-
LES LAKERS ON THEIR VICTORY

(Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute.)

Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, tonight I rise to congratulate
the Los Angeles Lakers for a job well
done last night.

As we can see on the sports page of
the L.A. Times, it says ‘‘Great
Lakers.’’ I agree. I am one of the Mem-
bers who represent Los Angeles, and we
were all proud when they brought
home the victory last night.

Mr. Speaker, before this playoff sea-
son started, my dear friend, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON), got
on the floor and said that the Indiana
Pacers would win, that the L.A. Lakers
would not get the championship.

I only want to say to him that I told
him that night that I would give him a
tissue, but instead I am going to give
him this ball. Hopefully, the Pacers
will bounce back next year. That is, if
they are not playing the Lakers.

Go Lakers.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, and
under a previous order of the House,
the following Members will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes each.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. ALLEN addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL) is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. PAUL addressed the House. His
remarks will appear hereafter in the
Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. DAVIS of Illinois addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. BRADY) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BRADY of Texas addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

DRUG ABUSE AND ILLEGAL
NARCOTICS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. MICA) is recognized for 35 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. MICA. Madam Speaker, tonight
is Tuesday night and it is the night
that I reserve to come before the House
on the issue of illegal narcotics and
how the problem of drug abuse and ille-
gal narcotics affects our Nation and
the impact that illegal narcotics has
upon our society, this Congress, and
the American people.

Tonight I want to provide a brief up-
date of some of the information that
we have obtained. Our subcommittee,
which I am privileged to chair, the
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice,
Drug Policy, and Human Resources of
the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, has as one of its pri-
mary charters and responsibilities to
help develop a coherent policy, at least
from the perspective of the House of
Representatives, and working with the
other body, the United States Senate
and also the White House, the adminis-
tration, to come up with a coherent
strategy to deal with the problem of
drug abuse and illegal narcotics.

I have often cited on the floor the im-
pact which really knows no boundaries
today in the United States. Almost
every family is affected in some way by
drug abuse, illegal narcotics, or the
ravages of drug-related overdose and
death.

I have cited a most recent statistic,
which is 15,973 Americans died in 1998,
the last figures we have total for drug-
related deaths. And according to our
drug czar, Barry McCaffrey, who testi-
fied before our subcommittee, over
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52,000 Americans died in the last re-
corded year of drug-related deaths ei-
ther directly or indirectly.

We do not know the exact figure be-
cause sometimes a child who is beaten
to death by a parent who is on illegal
narcotics is not counted as a victim.
Sometimes a spouse who is abused to
the point of death is not counted as a
victim. Sometimes a bus driver who is
on an illegal narcotic that has had a
fatal vehicle crash, the number of vic-
tims there are not counted in the tally.
But we do know the total is dramatic.

This past week our subcommittee
had the opportunity to hear from the
Center for Disease Control in Atlanta
and officials came in and briefed our
subcommittee, some of the Members in
the House, about some of the most re-
cent findings. And the findings are
quite alarming, particularly among our
young people.

They confirm what most Americans
know and what many parents fear, that
illegal narcotics are more prevalent on
our society. The study that they re-
viewed for the members of the sub-
committee revealed, in fact, that there
have been some dramatic increases in
drug use and abuse among our young
people.

I brought tonight some charts from
that study and also from a study on na-
tional youth risk behavior. This shows
the percentage of high school students
who have used methamphetamines,
some figures that show in 9th grade we
were up to 6.3 percent, in 10th grade 9.3
percent, 11th grade 10 percent, and 12th
grade 111⁄2 percent.

These are pretty dramatic figures
when we stop and think that we are
talking about young people and having
as high a percentage as we have re-
ported here have used methamphet-
amine. And methamphetamine, if my
colleagues are not familiar with meth-
amphetamine, can be more damaging
and create more bizarre behavior than
the crack epidemic that we had in the
1980s. To have these percentages of our
young people having experimented or
used methamphetamine is quite dis-
turbing.

The other thing many people do not
realize about methamphetamine is
methamphetamine does an incredible
job of destroying the brain and it is not
a drug which allows you to have some
replenishing of damaged brain cells. It
is not a narcotic that leaves temporary
damage. Methamphetamine induces an
almost Parkinson’s-like damage to the
brain and does incredible damage and
results in bizarre behavior.

Now, we have conducted hearings
throughout the United States, some in
California, some in Louisiana. Next
Monday we will be in Sioux City, Iowa,
the heartland of America, which is also
experiencing an incredible meth-
amphetamine epidemic. That area has
been hit by Mexican
methamphetamines and we have re-
ports again of incredible numbers peo-
ple throughout the Midwest, the far
West, now in the South and East, who

are falling victim to methamphet-
amine.

This chart should be a shocker to
every parent out in America, to every
Member of Congress who sees this.
These are some pretty dramatic fig-
ures. When we stop and consider that
these figures really were not even reg-
istering some 6 or 7 years ago, there
was almost no meth available, shows
that we have got to do a better job of
first of all controlling the substance,
law enforcement going after those who
traffic in this deadly substance.

Also, it is absolutely incumbent that
we do a better job in educating our
young people and preventing people
from getting hooked on this drug. Now,
getting hooked on drugs is bad enough.
But this drug does incredible damage,
as I said.

We have had Dr. Leschner, who heads
up the National Institute of Drug
Abuse, testify before our subcommittee
about the permanent damage that is
done to the brain with this drug. This
is not a question of addiction or use a
little and come out of it. This is a ques-
tion of becoming a victim of this. And
the question of addiction is really too
late for those who get on methamphet-
amine. There is no recovery. There is
no turning back. Because they have in-
duced some incredible damage to their
brain and to their ability to function
as a normal human being.
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Addiction and treatment might
sound good and well-intended, but in
fact methamphetamine is the end of
the road for many people. Again this is
absolutely a disturbing chart and fig-
ure to show us that 11.5 percent of our
12th graders are now reported having
ever used methamphetamine, a shock-
ing figure.

Another figure that we have from
1991–1992 during the beginning of this
administration, we had about 2 percent
of our high school students being re-
ported as using cocaine. That figure in
1999 is now up to 4 percent, a 100 per-
cent increase in cocaine use among our
young people. This again is another
dramatic increase in a hard and a very
destructive narcotic. These figures are
reported to us again last week by CDC
and indicate a disturbing trend. This is
in spite of the Congress, Republican
and Democrat efforts to put together a
massive educational campaign, $1 bil-
lion in public funding over a 3-year pe-
riod supplemented by $1 billion in do-
nated service and time toward that ef-
fort, so a multi-billion-dollar education
campaign. I know some of my col-
leagues have seen those ads on tele-
vision but quite frankly with the re-
sults that we are experiencing with our
young people, we are missing the tar-
get. We see a dramatic increase in co-
caine use, particularly among our
young people, a skyrocketing figure for
methamphetamine, both shocking for
parents and again Members of Congress
who have attempted, I think, to stem
some of this illegal narcotics abuse.

This is the percentage of high school
students who ever used cocaine from
1993. From the beginning of this admin-
istration to the current time we see a
doubling in use, another dramatic fig-
ure. Somehow the message must have
gotten lost in this period here, the be-
ginning of this administration, that il-
legal narcotics were something that
could be tolerated and possibly used
and that is unfortunate that any mes-
sage that condoned or gave any mes-
sage other than ‘‘Just Say No.’’ Actu-
ally we have had incredible results
from that lack of a direct specific mes-
sage. A doubling again of the percent-
age of high school students who have
ever used cocaine, disturbing, I am
sure, to parents in the latest statistic
we have from the Centers for Disease
Control.

I think this next chart and again this
information is provided to us by the
Centers for Disease Control in Atlanta
to our subcommittee last week is an-
other startling figure. Go back to 1991–
1992. Thirty-one percent of the students
had used marijuana in that period. Now
we have almost half of the students re-
ported last week, 1997–1999 have used
marijuana. Many people refer to mari-
juana as a soft drug and maybe some of
the boomers who used marijuana in
college or in school in the 1960s and
1970s were not much affected by use of
marijuana. Unfortunately, the mari-
juana that is on the streets today has
very high levels of purity. We have
some testimony in our subcommittee
about the damage that the current
high purity marijuana does to young
people. I was shocked to learn, also,
from NIDA, our National Institute of
Drug abuse, that marijuana is now the
most addictive narcotic. Even though
it is again commonly referred to as a
soft drug, it is the most addictive drug
and it is also referred to as a gateway
drug. So young people who think it is
fashionable to use marijuana are on
the increase. It is unfortunate that this
administration gave sort of a ‘‘Just
Say Maybe’’ policy with the appoint-
ment of a liberal and I think mixed
message chief health officer of the
United States and that officer was Sur-
geon General Joycelyn Elders and she
said just say maybe. I do not think
that the President of the United States
really showed the leadership and pro-
vided the direction to get the message
out to our young people about the
problem of illegal narcotics use. That
actually I think has been substantiated
by a little research we did.

I mentioned last week, and we only
had 15 minutes of special order last
week, that a lady had come up to me
during one of our recent visits home
and she said, ‘‘I have never heard Presi-
dent Clinton talk about the war on
drugs.’’ Out of curiosity, I had our staff
run a tally of all of the public recorded
accounts. I think most people have a
computer or access to Nexus research
which has most of the public state-
ments recorded there can plug in
‘‘President Clinton’’ and then ‘‘the war
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on drugs.’’ What was absolutely star-
tling is the President has referred to
the war on drugs eight times, you can
count it on just eight fingers, since he
took office in public recorded state-
ments, he has referred to the war on
drugs. Basically what happened in 1992–
1993 is we closed down the war on
drugs.

If we take another chart and look at
the drug use and abuse and prevalence
particularly among our young people,
we see a decline in the Bush and the
Reagan administration, and then we
see an incline during this administra-
tion, the administration tolerating this
use, and it is recorded again in the
drug figures that we see, some of them
nearly doubling in drug use and abuse.

If methamphetamine, marijuana and
cocaine are not bad enough, we see
some dramatic increases in suburban
teen heroin use. These statistics were
just provided last month, in May. It
shows that we have risen in suburban
teen use from 500,000 in 1996 to nearly 1
million in 1999, a startling figure for
one of the drugs again that is about as
deadly as you can find on the streets
across this land. The purity levels of
the heroin that we are finding are not
the purity levels again of the 1970s and
1980s. These drugs, this heroin is a
deadly substance, sometimes 70 plus
percent purity level. That is why we
have incredible overdose deaths from
heroin that is on the street today, an-
other dramatic figure and another dra-
matic increase in a particularly deadly
illegal narcotic.

One of the myths that we often hear
and we had a debate on the House floor
about whether we should restart the
war on drugs. Again, I must point out
to my colleagues that in fact the war
on drugs was closed down by the Clin-
ton administration in 1993. The Demo-
crat-controlled House of Representa-
tives, the Senate, and the White House
from 1993 to 1995 did inestimable dam-
age to what had formerly been a formal
and organized war on drugs. They cut
the source country program stopping
drugs in a cost-effective manner at
their source, certainly a Federal re-
sponsibility. They took the military
out of the interdiction, and that was
mainly a surveillance role in finding
drugs and spotting drugs as they came
from the source countries, certainly a
role that local and State law enforce-
ment cannot do, a responsibility of the
Federal Government to protect us from
a danger coming towards our border.
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They closed down and cut these pro-
grams by 50 percent, took the military
out or deployed the military and other
deployments around the globe, and
what happened really was an emphasis
to move toward treatment. They start-
ed putting all of the eggs in the treat-
ment basket.

I often think of what they did as a
little bit like fighting World War II or
any armed conflict that we have been
in. Can you imagine not going after the

enemy; not going after the source of
the destruction, the enemy’s reigning
on us? That is basically the strategy
that was adopted, a strange strategy
that actually said let us just treat the
wounded in battle.

Of course, the policy and the legisla-
tion adopted by this Congress under
the control of the democratic majority
from 1992 to 1995 put the money into
treatment, and we can see the trend.
We often hear this debate, oh, we need
to just treat people. We can treat our
way out of this problem.

This is a chart that I had staff graph
for us, and it shows Federal drug treat-
ment has dramatically increased. We
go up here to the period of 1992–1993,
right in here, a steady amount of
money going up, a little bit of leveling
off during the takeover of the Repub-
lican control. Even under the Repub-
lican control, I am told in the last sev-
eral years, we, the majority side, have
increased treatment spending some 26
percent just in this period of time.

We have had a dramatic increase in
treatment. The problem is we have an
incredible addiction population, so we
are getting more wounded in the bat-
tle, but not fighting the battle on all
the fronts that are particularly a Fed-
eral obligation and cannot be fought by
local or state officials.

This, again, I think debunks some of
the myths that are out there that we
do not spend enough money on treat-
ment. We have doubled, in some cases
tripled, the amount of money on treat-
ment, and we have an incredibly larger
and larger addicted population. Unfor-
tunately, I do not think people pay
much attention to what it means to be
addicted. Once you get addicted, your
chances of being cured are, at very
best, with hard narcotics, about 50 per-
cent.

Unfortunately, we have a 60 percent
to 70 percent failure rate in our treat-
ment programs that are public. The
faith based and some of the other pri-
vate treatment programs are much
more successful. I will talk about Bal-
timore, which has one of the biggest
addicted populations in the country,
partly a direct result of a liberal drug
policy, a policy where they have needle
exchange, a policy where the former
police chief had said, well, we are not
going to enforce, not going after all the
drug markets. We are not going to en-
force the law. We are not going to take
advantage of Federal law enforcement
assistance to go after drug dealers and
pushers and traffickers.

That policy has had a very dramatic
effect in Baltimore. Baltimore, in fact,
has had a steady number of murders
which have exceeded 300 for each of the
past recent years, while other areas
like New York, with a zero tolerance
policy, like Richmond, with the
Project Exile going after tough en-
forcement, have cut the murders by
some 50 percent in those cities and
even more dramatically.

The zero tolerance policies, and we
will show them, and the facts support

this, it is not something I am making
up, have worked and cut drug abuse
and crime at every level across the
board.

The tolerant liberal, the nonenforce-
ment attitude of Baltimore has re-
sulted in a disaster for that city by any
measure, by deaths. The number of ad-
dicts in Baltimore have jumped, ac-
cording to one city council person who
has said publicly, 1 in 8 in the popu-
lation, that is some 60,000 to 80,000 her-
oin and drug addicts in Baltimore as a
result of a liberal policy, as a result of
lack of enforcement, as a result of only
going to a policy of treatment.

It has not worked. It does not work.
And this is the path that we have been
headed on, as far as Federal policy.
This is an interesting chart that we
had the staff make up, and we wanted
to put altogether in one chart what we
are doing with treatment.

People say we are not spending
enough money again in treatment.
This line here, this blue line shows
treatment. It shows that on a steady
increase we see what has happened in
interdiction, dramatic decreases. They
start in the period of the Clinton ad-
ministration, where a Democrat-con-
trolled House and Senate, the White
House making a policy to cut interdic-
tion.

These are international programs,
that would be stopping drugs at their
source; that is also cut. If we look at
where we are heading, we are trying to
get back to the 1992–1993 levels in
terms of those dollars of that time in
spending in international programs,
again, stopping drugs at their source
and also in the interdiction, getting
the intelligence information.

If we have intelligence on people who
are trafficking in narcotics, and it is
real information, it is accurate infor-
mation, we can go after those who are
dealing in that death and destruction.
When we cut that out, we have an in-
credible volume of illegal narcotics
coming into the United States, and
that is exactly what has happened now.

To compound the problem, what has
happened is our major operations cen-
ter for our illegal narcotics advance
work for surveillance, going after drug
traffickers was basically closed down
last May 1 when the administration
failed to negotiate with Panama for
not keeping our military base open,
but keeping our forward drug surveil-
lance operations operating in Panama.

General Wilhelm who is in charge of
our Southern Command. The Southern
Command overlooks the drug produc-
tion and trafficking zone. General Wil-
helm provided our subcommittee a let-
ter last week and said we are down to
about a third of our former capability
prior to the time that we had Panama
open and the main center of operations
for forward-operating locations.

This chart does again debunk that we
are not concentrating on treatment.
Certainly, we have put a ton of money
in treatment. It is doubled as we saw
from the other one. Where we have lost
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the momentum is going after these
huge supplies of illegal narcotics, both
at their source and on the way to our
shores.
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Now, one of the things that we know
is where these narcotics are coming
from. This is not rocket science, it does
not require a Ph.D. or a lot of study.
We knew that in 1993, when this admin-
istration took over, that we had 90 per-
cent of the cocaine coming from Bo-
livia, Peru, a tiny bit from Colombia.
This chart shows Colombia and Andean
cocaine production. This shows Colom-
bia here, and you see very little pro-
duced, 1991–1992. These figures have not
been doctored in any way. This is just
graphing cocaine production in that
era. Almost none in Colombia, most of
it was coming from Peru, up here, and
from Bolivia, about 90 percent of it.

The former chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT), the Speaker of the
House, and Mr. Zeliff, who came in im-
mediately before him and had assumed
the responsibility for helping develop a
drug strategy under the new majority,
said we know where these narcotics are
coming from. Let us take a few dollars
and put it in going after the drugs at
their source. That is what was done in
1995 by the new majority.

We targeted three areas, Peru, Co-
lombia and Bolivia. That is because
those are the only places where they
produce cocaine. We were able to estab-
lish programs in Peru and Bolivia with
the cooperation of President Fujimori,
which this administration has trashed
recently and who won a legitimate re-
election, and still this administration
trashed. I can tell you, having gone to
Lima, Peru, and visited Peru before
President Fujimori took over, there
was absolute chaos in the country. The
production of narcotics was running
rampant, terrorists were killing and
maiming in the villages, the City of
Lima was understood under siege, and
President Fujimori went after the drug
traffickers, shot down those that deal
with death and destruction and drugs,
and brought that country to the order
and the prosperity it is now seeing. He,
in fact, with a little tiny bit of our aid,
just several millions of dollars, took
Peru from a major producer down by
some 50 percent reduction, in fact a 65
percent reduction is our latest figure,
in cocaine production in Peru.

Bolivia, with the help of President
Banzer, who took over, and we went
down and discussed these programs, a
little bit of assistance, some crop alter-
natives so the peasants would be grow-
ing something other than coca, and
those programs work. There has been
more than a 50 percent reduction in Bo-
livia of cocaine.

We pleaded with this administration
to get aid and assistance to Colombia,
the other producing area, and on every
occasion the President blocked aid to
Colombia; on every occasion the State
Department thwarted our efforts to get

even a few helicopters up into the An-
dean region to go after the coca that
was being produced, and, if you want to
get into heroin, there was no heroin
produced to speak of in 1992–1993, the
beginning of this administration.

So the direct policy of this adminis-
tration and the liberals in the Congress
helped make Colombia the producer of
80 to 90 percent of the cocaine in 6
years, and probably 75 percent of the
heroin in 6 years. Until early this
spring, the President and this adminis-
tration never brought before the Con-
gress any type of cooperative plan to
deal with the situation in Colombia.
Unfortunately, now it has caught up in
the legislative process.

I call on my colleagues, Republicans
and Democrats, to bring this forth.
This plan works. This is not, again,
rocket science. We can stop hard drugs
from coming into our borders. We are
not going to stop all of them, but this
shows exactly what has taken place,
and I think one of the most graphic
portrayals that has been produced from
our subcommittee.

Again, this should be the ‘‘chart of
shame’’ for this administration and the
policies of the other side. This shows in
1993 the production of cocaine and her-
oine produced in Colombia. 1993, almost
nothing for cocaine. For heroin, in 1993,
almost none produced in Colombia.
Now it produces 75 percent.

Congratulations to the Clinton Ad-
ministration. This is a great legacy,
that you have managed to concentrate
the drug production of two of the most
deadly drugs in nearly 7 years here in
one country in which you have blocked
any assistance. It is an incredible leg-
acy, and, unfortunately, it has resulted
in a rash of epidemics of the use of
these, particularly, as I just cited, ac-
cording to the CDC report we got last
week, among our young people, an in-
credible volume being produced in
those countries.

Again, this is not rocket science. We
know where it is coming from. We
know heroin is coming out of Colom-
bia, 75 percent being used in the United
States. We know that by any seizure
that is done around the United States.

Madam Speaker, to wind this up, we
do need a bipartisan and cooperative
effort. We must learn by the mistakes
that have been made. We must learn by
putting together a plan that does work
and move forward with it. Next week,
hopefully, we will have an hour to tell
the rest of the story, as Paul Harvey
says.
f

MOVING THE ACCESSION OF THE
REPUBLIC OF ARMENIA TO THE
WTO

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. PALLONE. Madam Speaker, on
the eve of last year’s meeting of the
World Trade Organization in Seattle, I
was joined by 11 of my colleagues in

this House on a bipartisan basis in call-
ing on U.S. Trade Representative
Charlene Barshefsky to help move the
accession of the Republic of Armenia
to the WTO. Recently the Trade Rep-
resentative’s office provided me with
an update on the administration’s ne-
gotiations with Armenia for its acces-
sion to the WTO. In his letter, Trade
Representative official Richard W.
Fisher indicates that the United States
strongly supports Armenia’s WTO
membership and its integration into
the world economy.

Quoting from Mr. Fisher’s letter,
‘‘Armenia has made impressive
progress on economic reform and tran-
sition to a market economy under very
difficult economic circumstances. We
believe that Armenia’s implementation
of WTO provisions will facilitate fur-
ther progress towards increased invest-
ment and economic growth and that its
acceptance of WTO market access com-
mitments will foster Armenia’s further
integration into the global trading sys-
tem.’’
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Madam Speaker, the letter goes on to

state that, ‘‘In the last year, Armenia
has made substantial progress in its
negotiations to complete the accession
process, both with the United States
and with other WTO members. Market
access negotiations on tariffs, services,
and agricultural supports are very
close to completion, and Armenia has
reported that its efforts to enact legis-
lation to implement WTO provisions
are also in the last stages.’’

Mr. Fisher notes that WTO delega-
tions will meet in July to further as-
sess Armenia’s progress, and that the
administration shares the goal of many
of us in Congress that these negotia-
tions be completed as soon as possible.

Madam Speaker, this is certainly
very encouraging news. Since achiev-
ing its independence about a decade
ago, Armenia has sought to integrate
its economy with its immediate neigh-
bors, as well as with the larger world.

While Armenia has achieved strong
bilateral ties with the United States,
Europe, and other regions of the world,
unfortunately achieving economic in-
tegration in its immediate neighbor-
hood has proven more difficult,
through no fault of Armenia’s, I should
add.

Armenia’s neighbors to the west,
Turkey, and to the east, Azerbaijan,
continue to maintain devastating eco-
nomic blockades. Armenia has sought
to normalize relations with its neigh-
bors, but has been snubbed.

Still, despite the isolation imposed
on this small landlocked Nation by
hostile neighbors, Armenia endeavors
to become an integral part of the world
community through a range of inter-
national organizations, including
NATO’s Partnership for Peace program
and the Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe, the OSCE,
among others.

What Armenia needs most is eco-
nomic development. Membership in the
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WTO will help Armenia attract invest-
ment and reach new markets under a
predictable international framework.

Madam Speaker, economic develop-
ment for Armenia over the longer term
will be based on that Nation’s ability
to establish trading networks, attract
investment, and enact the kinds of free
market economic policies that foster
sustained prosperity.

Armenia’s elected leaders know this,
but in the shorter term, Armenia still
needs the kind of assistance that a
great Nation like the United States
can provide. In the immediate years
after independence, as Armenia coped
with the effects of blockades and the
destruction wrought by a devastating
earthquake, there was a crying need
for direct humanitarian assistance. In
the years since, the thrust of assist-
ance has shifted to development aid.

In order to help Armenia achieve
self-sufficiency, the United States
must continue to provide develop-
mental and humanitarian assistance.
We must also use our influence to bring
about regional integration and con-
fidence-building measures that will
help Armenia and its neighbors achieve
stability and become full-fledged mem-
bers of the emerging global economy.

We must also do more to resolve the
Nagorno-Karabagh conflict, recog-
nizing the legitimate security and self-
determination needs of the Karabagh
people. This will create the kind of sta-
bility that lends itself to economic de-
velopment.

Madam Speaker, I just wanted to say
lastly this evening that I am encour-
aged by the support that the adminis-
tration has demonstrated in helping
Armenia’s accession to the WTO. I will
keep the pressure on the administra-
tion to help in the other areas through
direct assistance and in fostering re-
gional stability. That will make this
anticipated accession to the WTO
meaningful in the lives of the people of
Armenia.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
BIGGERT). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule
I, the Chair declares the House in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 32
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess subject to the call of the Chair.
f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 12 o’clock and
10 minutes a.m.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4690, DEPARTMENTS OF
COMMERCE, JUSTICE, AND
STATE, THE JUDICIARY AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2001

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–684) on the
resolution (H. Res. 529) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4690)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and
State, the Judiciary, and related agen-
cies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2001, and for other purposes,
which was referred to the House Cal-
endar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4516, LEGISLATIVE BRANCH
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2001

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, from the Com-
mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 106–685) on the
resolution (H. Res. 530) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4516)
making appropriations for the Legisla-
tive Branch for the fiscal year ending

September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MOLLOHAN) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. KNOLLENBERG) to revise
and extend their remarks and include
extraneous material:)

Mr. BRADY OF TEXAS, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. BURTON OF INDIANA, for 5 min-
utes, June 27.

Mr. ADERHOLT, for 5 minutes, June
21.

f

JOINT RESOLUTION PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on this day
present to the President, for his ap-
proval, a joint resolution of the House
of the following title:

H.J. Res. 101. Recognizing the 225th birth-
day of the United States Army.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 11 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until today, Wednes-
day, June 21, 2000, at 9 a.m.

h
EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for official foreign travel during the first quarter
of 2000, by Committees of the House of Representatives, pursuant to Public Law 95–384, are as follows:

AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND
MAR. 31, 2000

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

David Adams ........................................................... 1/5 1/7 Ecuador ................................................. .................... 301.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 301.00
1/16 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 525.40 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 525.40
1/18 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 193.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 193.00
1/19 1/20 Guatemala ............................................ .................... 140.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 140.00
1/20 1/22 Mexico ................................................... .................... 442.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 442.00

Hon. Cass Ballenger ................................................ 1/16 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 60.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 60.00
1/18 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 193.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 942.00 .................... 1,135.00
1/19 1/20 Guatemala ............................................ .................... 92.35 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 92.35
1/20 1/22 Mexico ................................................... .................... 100.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 100.00

Paul Berkowitz ......................................................... 1/3 1/7 India ..................................................... .................... 1,263.00 .................... 173.00 .................... .................... .................... 1,436.00
1/8 1/10 Philippines ............................................ .................... 732.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 732.00
1/11 1/14 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 644.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 644.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 8,914.03 .................... .................... .................... 8,914.03
Nancy S. Bloomer .................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Kevin Brady ..................................................... 1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 755.90 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 755.90
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AMENDED REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND

MAR. 31, 2000—Continued

Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,597.26 .................... .................... .................... 6,597.26
Sean Carroll ............................................................. 1/15 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 765.85 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 765.85

1/18 1/20 Colombia ............................................... .................... 386.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 386.00
2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 369.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,166.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,166.80
Hon. William Delahunt ............................................ 1/15 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 311.50 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 311.50

1/18 1/20 Colombia ............................................... .................... 386.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 386.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,347.80 .................... .................... .................... 1,347.80

Nisha Desai ............................................................. 1/6 1/7 Holland ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/7 1/15 India ..................................................... .................... 2,238.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,238.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 7,052.63 .................... .................... .................... 7,052.63
Mike Ennis ............................................................... 1/8 1/13 Korea ..................................................... .................... 772.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 772.00

1/13 1/17 Vietnam ................................................ .................... 636.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 636.00
1/17 1/20 Hong Kong ............................................ .................... 929.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 929.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,797.40 .................... .................... .................... 5,797.40
Hon. Eni F.H. Faleomavaega ................................... 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 369.00
David Fite ................................................................ 1/8 1/13 Korea ..................................................... .................... 934.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 934.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 3,814.80 .................... .................... .................... 3,814.80
Ricahrd J. Garon ...................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Sam Gejdenson ............................................... 1/6 1/7 Holland ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/7 1/14 India ..................................................... .................... 2,137.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 2,451.41 .................... 4,588.41

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,730.63 .................... .................... .................... 6,730.63
Hon. Benjamin A. Gilman ........................................ 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 12,785.48 .................... 13,143.48

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... 2 7,392.00 .................... 8,008.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 12,670.69 .................... 13,460.69
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 11,271.87 .................... 11,789.87

Charisse Glassman ................................................. 1/5 1/7 Papua New Guinea ............................... .................... 348.81 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 348.81
1/7 1/8 Australia ............................................... .................... 258.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 258.00
1/8 1/9 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 73.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 73.00
1/9 1/13 Australia ............................................... .................... 894.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 894.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 10,938.42 .................... .................... .................... 10,938.42
Jason Gross ............................................................. 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 516.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 516.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 690.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 690.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Alcee Hastings ................................................ 1/12 1/15 Austria .................................................. .................... 504.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 504.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,207.16 .................... .................... .................... 5,207.16

John Herzberg .......................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Earl F. Hilliard ................................................ 2/11 2/13 Haiti ...................................................... .................... 369.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 369.00
Amos Hochstein ....................................................... 1/6 1/7 Holland ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

1/7 1/15 India ..................................................... .................... 2,118.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,118.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,705.73 .................... .................... .................... 6,705.73

Hon. Amo Houghton ................................................. 1/5 1/12 Australia ............................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
Charmaine Houseman ............................................. 1/9 1/13 Korea ..................................................... .................... 851.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 851.00

1/13 1/17 Vietnam ................................................ .................... 715.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 715.00
1/17 1/20 Hong Kong ............................................ .................... 1,007.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,007.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4,603.24 .................... .................... .................... 4,603.24
Hon. Peter King ....................................................... 1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 118.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 118.00

1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 523.21 .................... .................... .................... 523.21

Robert R. King ......................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/19 1/20 Australia ............................................... .................... 436.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 436.00
1/20 1/23 East/West Timor ................................... .................... 640.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 640.00
1/23 1/26 Indonesia .............................................. .................... 741.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 741.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 7,336.57 .................... .................... .................... 7,336.57
2/19 2/21 Marshall Islands ................................... .................... 450.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 450.00
2/22 2/28 Micronesia ............................................ .................... 992.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 992.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,659.94 .................... .................... .................... 6,659.94
Hon. Tom Lantos ..................................................... 1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00

1/12 1/13 Belgium ................................................ .................... 303.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 303.00
1/17 1/20 London .................................................. .................... 306.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 306.00

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 207.99 .................... .................... .................... 207.99
John Mackey ............................................................ 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Marc Mealy .............................................................. 1/6 1/7 Holland ................................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................
1/7 1/15 India ..................................................... .................... 2,325.47 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 2,325.47

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,659.63 .................... .................... .................... 6,659.63
Kathleen Moazed ..................................................... 1/13 1/16 Vietnam ................................................ .................... 576.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 576.00

1/16 1/20 Laos ...................................................... .................... 600.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 782.23 .................... 1,382.23
1/20 1/20 Thailand ................................................ .................... 199.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 50.51 .................... 249.51

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 7,786.41 .................... .................... .................... 7,786.41
Vincent L. Morelli .................................................... 1/16 1/18 Venezuela .............................................. .................... 525.40 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 525.40

1/18 1/19 Colombia ............................................... .................... 193.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 193.00
1/19 1/20 Guatemala ............................................ .................... 140.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 140.00
1/20 1/22 Mexico ................................................... .................... 442.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 442.00

Joan O’Donnell ......................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Donald Payne .................................................. 1/5 1/7 Papua New Guinea ............................... .................... 344.77 .................... .................... .................... 3 72.50 .................... 417.27
1/7 1/8 Australia ............................................... .................... 258.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 258.00
1/8 1/9 New Zealand ......................................... .................... 73.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 73.00
1/9 1/13 Australia ............................................... .................... 894.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 89.43 .................... 983.43

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 9,858.67 .................... .................... .................... 9,858.67
Stephen Rademaker ................................................ 1/23 1/25 Austria .................................................. .................... 336.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 41.93 .................... 377.93

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 4,026.15 .................... .................... .................... 4,026.15
Frank Record ........................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 258.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 258.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 416.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 416.00
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Name of Member or employee

Date

Country

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total

Arrival Departure Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

Foreign
currency

U.S. dollar
equivalent

or U.S.
currency 2

1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 690.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 690.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 2,205.15 .................... .................... .................... 2,205.15

Grover Joseph Rees ................................................. 1/17 1/18 Singapore .............................................. .................... 149.25 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 149.25
1/19 1/21 Australia ............................................... .................... 280.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 280.00
1/21 1/24 East/West Timor ................................... .................... 340.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 340.00
1/24 1/27 Indonesia .............................................. .................... 840.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 42.15 .................... 882.15
1/27 1/28 Singapore .............................................. .................... 149.25 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 149.25

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 5,155.80 .................... .................... .................... 5,155.80
Matt Reynolds .......................................................... 2/19 2/21 Marshall Islands ................................... .................... 450.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 450.00

2/22 2/28 Micronesia ............................................ .................... 937.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 937.00
Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 6,659.94 .................... .................... .................... 6,659.94

Hon. Dana Rohrabacher .......................................... 1/7 1/11 Philippines ............................................ .................... 776.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 356.37 .................... 1,132.37
1/11 1/18 Thailand ................................................ .................... 1,393.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 1,764.86 .................... 3,157.86
1/14 1/14 Cambodia ............................................. .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ....................

Commercial airfare ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... .................... .................... 1,871.11 .................... .................... .................... 1,871.11
Laura Rush .............................................................. 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00

1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hon. Matt Salmon ................................................... 1/9 1/13 China .................................................... .................... 1,120.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 7,564.48 .................... 8,684.48
1/13 1/15 Hong Kong ............................................ .................... 694.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 5,874.26 .................... 6,568.26
1/15 1/18 Taiwan .................................................. .................... 530.00 .................... .................... .................... 3 5,589.96 .................... 6,119.96

Tom Sheehy ............................................................. 1/9 1/13 Korea ..................................................... .................... 851.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 851.00
1/13 1/17 Vietnam ................................................ .................... 715.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 715.00
1/17 1/20 Hong Kong ............................................ .................... 1007.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1007.00

Linda Solomon ......................................................... 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 358.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 358.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 616.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 616.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 790.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 790.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 518.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 518.00

Hillel Weinberg ........................................................ 1/9 1/10 Denmark ............................................... .................... 277.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 277.00
1/10 1/12 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 516.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 516.00
1/12 1/15 Belgium ................................................ .................... 690.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 690.00
1/15 1/17 Portugal ................................................ .................... 318.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 318.00
1/17 1/19 Spain .................................................... .................... 418.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 418.00

Committee total ......................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 74,935.95 .................... 127,999.47 .................... 69,742.13 .................... 272,677.55

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals.
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended.
3 Indicates delegation costs.

BEN GILMAN, Chairman.

h

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

8241. A letter from the Under Secretary,
Food, Nutrition, and Consumer Services, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule —Food Stamp Pro-
gram: Payment of Certain Administrative
Costs of State Agencies [Amdt. No. 385] (RIN:
0584–AB66) received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

8242. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Dairy, Department of Agriculture,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Milk in the New England and Other Mar-
keting Areas; Order Amending the Orders;
Correction [Docket No. DA–97–12] received
May 22, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

8243. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Agricultural Marketing Service, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule— Marketing Order
Regulating the Handling of Spearmint Oil
Produced on the Far West; Revision of the
Salable Quantity and Allotment Percentage
for Class 3 (Native) Spearmint Oil for the
1999–2000 Marketing Year [Docket No. FV00–
985–3 FIR] received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Agriculture.

8244. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Employment and Training, Department
of Labor, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Workforce Investment Act (RIN:
1205–AB20) received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

8245. A letter from the Director, Coporate
Policy and Research Department, Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation, transmitting
the Corporation’s final rule—Benefits Pay-
able in Terminated Single-Employer Plans;
Allocation of Assets in Single-Employer
Plans; Interest Assumptions for Valuing and
Paying Benefits—received May 22, 2000, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

8246. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Amendment to the International Traffic in
Arms Regulations: Exports of Commercial
Communications Satellite Components, Sys-
tems Parts, Accessories and Associated
Technical Data on the United States Muni-
tions List—received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
International Relations.

8247. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
of the Army, Financial Management and
Comptroller, Department of the Army,
transmitting the Annual Financial Report
For Fiscal Year 1999; to the Committee on
Government Reform.

8248. A letter from the Assistant Secretary
for Administration and Management, De-
partment of Labor, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule— Uniform Administrative
Requirements for Grants and Agreements
With Institutions of Higher Education, Hos-
pitals, and Other Non-Profit Organizations—
received April 25, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform.

8249. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator, OAR, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Improved
Methods for Ballast Water Treatment and
Prevention of Small Boat Transport of
Invasive Species: Request for Proposals for

FY 2000 [Docket No. 000404094–0094–01] (RIN:
0648–ZA84) received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

8250. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Deep-Water Species Fishery by
Vessels Using Trawl Gear in the Gulf of Alas-
ka [Docket No. 000211039–0039–01; I.D. 051200B]
received May 22, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

8251. A letter from the Executive Director,
Oklahoma City National Memorial Trust,
transmitting the Trust’s final rule—Rules
and Regulations for Oklahoma City National
Memorial—received May 18, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

8252. A letter from the Under Secretary, In-
tellectual Property and Director of the U.S.
Patent and Trademark Office, Department of
Commerce, transmitting the Department’s
final rule—Changes to Permit Payment of
Patent and Trademark Fees by Credit Card
[Docket No. 99100008272–0123–02] (RIN: 0651–
AB07) received May 17, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

8253. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Emergency
Control Measures for Tank Barges [USCG
1998–4443] (RIN: 2115–AF65) received May 22,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

8254. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Marquette, MI;
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revocation of Class E Airspace; Sawyer, MI,
and K.I. Sawyer, MI [Airspace Docket No. 99–
AGL–42] received May 22, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

8255. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Stand-
ard Instrument Approach Procedures; Mis-
cellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 30043;
Amdt. No. 1992] received May 22, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

8256. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Maule Aerospace
Technology, Inc M–4, M–5, M–6, M–7, MX–7,
and MXT–7 Series Airplanes and Models MT–
7–235 and M–8–235 Airplanes [Docket No. 2000–
CE–04–AD; Amendment 39–11715; AD 2000–09–
06] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 22, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8257. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Air-
worthiness Directives; Fokker Model F.28
Mark 0070 Series Airplanes [Docket No. 99–
NM–253–AD; Amendment 39–11720; AD 2000–
08–11] (RIN: 2120–AA64) received May 22, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

8258. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Special
Visual Flight Rules [Docket No. FAA–2000–
7110; Amendment No. 91–262] (RIN: 2120–AG94)
received May 22, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

8259. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion of the designations of Stephen Koplan
as Chair and Deanna Tanner Okun as Vice
Chair of the United States International
Trade Commission, effective June 17, 2000,
pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 1330(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

8260. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Division, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and
Firearms, transmitting the Bureau’s final
rule—Delegation of Authority (99R–247P)
[T.D. ATF–425] (RIN: 1512–AB98) received
May 20, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

8261. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Branch, U.S. Customs Service, Department
of the Treasury, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Entry of Softwood Lumber
Shipments From Canada [T.D. 00–36] (RIN:
1515–AC62) received May 22, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

8262. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Branch, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Sum-
mary Forfeiture of Controlled Substances
[TD 00–37] (RIN: 1515–AC60) received May 18,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

8263. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—the Soley for Voting
Stock Requirement in Certain Corporate Re-
organizations [TD 8885] (RIN: 1545–AW55) re-
ceived May 22, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

8264. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Coal Exports [No-
tice 2000–28] received May 22, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of

committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. YOUNG of Florida: Committee on Ap-
propriations. Report on the Revised Sub-
allocation of Budget Allocations for Fiscal
Year 2001 (Rept. 106–683). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

[June 21 (legislative day of June 20, 2000)]
Mr. SESSIONS: Committee on Rules.

House Resolution 529. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4690) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments of
Commerce, Justice, and Sate, the Judiciary,
and related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2001, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 106–684). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 530. Resolution providing
for consideration of the bill (H.R. 4516) mak-
ing appropriations for the Legislative
Branch for the fiscal year ending September
30, 2001, and for other purposes (Rept. 106–
685). Referred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public

bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred, as follows:

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:
H.R. 4694. A bill to amend the Balanced

Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act
of 1985 to require that the size of the public
debt be reduced during each fiscal year by
the amount of the net surplus in the Social
Security and Medicare trust funds at the end
of that fiscal year; to the Committee on the
Budget, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. MCCOLLUM (for himself and
Mrs. ROUKEMA):

H.R. 4695. A bill to enhance the ability of
law enforcement to combat money laun-
dering; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committees on Bank-
ing and Financial Services, and Ways and
Means, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BRADY of Texas:
H.R. 4696. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of

1930 to modify the provisions relating to
drawback claims, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. GEJDENSON (for himself, Mr.
LANTOS, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr.
PAYNE, and Mr. ROTHMAN):

H.R. 4697. A bill to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to ensure that United
States assistance programs promote good
governance by assisting other countries to
combat corruption throughout society and
to promote transparency and increased ac-
countability for all levels of government and
throughout the private sector; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin:
H.R. 4698. A bill to amend the Congres-

sional Budget Act of 1974 to authorize and di-
rect the Director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office to prepare estimates of the impact
of proposed Federal agency rules affecting
the private sector; to the Committee on the
Budget.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself and Mrs.
MCCARTHY of New York):

H.R. 4699. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act to extend the program of
research on breast cancer; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri (for
herself and Mr. MOORE):

H.R. 4700. A bill to grant the consent of the
Congress to the Kansas and Missouri Metro-
politan Culture District Compact; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROYCE (for himself, Ms. LEE,
Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. DREIER, Mr. LEWIS
of California, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CALVERT, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-
LARD, Ms. BERKLEY, Ms. WOOLSEY,
and Mr. BILBRAY):

H.R. 4701. A bill to amend the Federal
Credit Union Act with respect to the defini-
tion of a member business loan; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. SESSIONS (for himself and Mr.
CLEMENT):

H.R. 4702. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to provide for a special
payment rate for Medicare-dependent psy-
chiatric units furnishing services under the
Medicare Program; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. STUPAK:
H.R. 4703. A bill to reaffirm and clarify the

Federal relationship of the Burt Lake Band
as a distinct federally recognized Indian
Tribe, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 40: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.
H.R. 460: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. GONZALEZ,

Mr. TURNER, and Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
H.R. 488: Mr. SCARBOROUGH.
H.R. 531: Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 534: Mrs. MINK of Hawaii and Mrs.

KELLY.
H.R. 583: Ms. LEE.
H.R. 736: Mrs. FOWLER.
H.R. 765: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska.
H.R. 828: Mr. ISAKSON and Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 860: Mr. BERMAN.
H.R. 919: Mr. RUSH and Mr. MOAKLEY.
H.R. 1168: Mr. BACA and Ms. BALDWIN.
H.R. 1217: Mr. MURTHA.
H.R. 1300: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.
H.R. 1322: Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.

WELDON of Pennsylvania, Mr. BURR of North
Carolina, Mr. COOKSEY, and Mr. BARRETT of
Nebraska.

H.R. 1367: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 1546: Mr. UPTON.
H.R. 1590: Mrs. JONES of Ohio.
H.R. 1592: Mr. COBURN.
H.R. 1621: Mr. KANJORSKI.
H.R. 1644: Mr. UDALL of Colorado.
H.R. 1671: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.
H.R. 1684: Mr. NADLER.
H.R. 1816: Mr. PASCRELL.
H.R. 1885: Mr. CAPUANO and Mr. STENHOLM.
H.R. 1899: Mr. LEVIN and Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 2059: Mr. COOK.
H.R. 2066: Mr. HUTCHINSON.
H.R. 2457: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.

MENENDEZ, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. STUPAK, Mr.
UDALL of Colorado, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
BISHOP, and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 2594: Mr. LANTOS.
H.R. 2631: Mr. HALL of Ohio and Mr. FRANK

of Massachusetts.
H.R. 2633: Mrs. MYRICK and Mr. COOK.
H.R. 2697: Mr. BACA.
H.R. 2814: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 2870: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4784 June 20, 2000
H.R. 2892: Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 2966: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
H.R. 2988: Mr. THORNBERRY.
H.R. 3032: Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. BACA,

Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. BONIOR.
H.R. 3113: Mr. CRAMER.
H.R. 3161: Mr. CAMPBELL.
H.R. 3193: Mr. DEMINT, Mrs. MALONEY of

New York, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr.
MCNULTY.

H.R. 3241: Mr. SPRATT.
H.R. 3250: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH and Mr. RA-

HALL.
H.R. 3256: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 3308: Mr. SPRATT and Mrs. CAPPS.
H.R. 3485: Mr. DEUTSCH.
H.R. 3487: Mr. KLINK.
H.R. 3518: Mr. BLUNT.
H.R. 3580: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. TAN-

NER, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. FOSSELLA, Mr. HOEK-
STRA, and Mr. BACA.

H.R. 3593: Mr. HERGER.
H.R. 3806: Mrs. WILSON.
H.R. 3826: Ms. LEE and Ms. MILLENDER-

MCDONALD.
H.R. 3840: Mr. FROST.
H.R. 3850: Mr. STRICKLAND.
H.R. 3859: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. THUNE.
H.R. 3998: Mrs. MALONEY of New York.
H.R. 4082: Mr. SISISKY and Mr. MOORE.
H.R. 4094: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.

DOOLEY of California, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
SPRATT, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. KANJORSKI,
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr. PHELPS, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
and Ms. DANNER.

H.R. 4106: Mr. WATKINS.
H.R. 4213: Mrs. BONO, Mr. SMITH of Wash-

ington, Mr. KUYKENDALL, and Mr. TALENT.
H.R. 4215: Mr. SHOWS and Mr. ISAKSON.
H.R. 4219: Mr. ENGLISH, Mr. MCNULTY, Ms.

VELA
´
ZQUEZ, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. KUYKENDALL,

and Mr. MEEKS of New York.
H.R. 4239: Mr. GORDON.
H.R. 4245: Mr. NORWOOD and Mr. BLILEY.
H.R. 4271: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 4272: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 4273: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland and

Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 4277: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. SAXTON,

and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 4278: Mr. HILLIARD and Mr. BOUCHER.
H.R. 4311: Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mrs.

TAUSCHER, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. WEINER, Mr.
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. BAIRD, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, Mr. BARCIA, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
GONZALEZ, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. MCCARTHY of
Missouri, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Ms. ROYBAL-
ALLARD, Ms. DELAURO, and Mr. HOYER.

H.R. 4393: Mr. MOORE and Mr. KUYKENDALL.
H.R. 4481: Mr. RAHALL, Mr. SOUDER, Mr.

WAXMAN, and Mr. SHIMKUS.
H.R. 4483: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of

Texas and Mr. MCNULTY.
H.R. 4503: Mr. ETHERIDGE.
H.R. 4553: Mr. MATSUI and Mr. HAYWORTH.
H.R. 4552: Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 4590: Ms. WATERS.
H.R. 4621: Mrs. BIGGERT.
H.R. 4652: Mr. SENSENBRENNER.
H.R. 4659: Mr. MCINNIS and Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 4660: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. STUMP, Mr.

HANSEN, and Mr. HILLEARY.
H.R. 4680: Mr. KUYKENDALL and Mr. MAR-

TINEZ.
H.R. 4687: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. TOWNS, Mr.

LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. FORD, Mr. OWENS, and
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.J. Res. 56: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.J. Res. 102: Mr. BAKER, Mr. KINGSTON,

Ms. WOOLSEY, and Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.
H. Con. Res. 62: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-

SON of Texas.
H. Con. Res. 177: Mr. MOORE.

H. Con. Res. 225: Mr. BONIOR.
H. Con. Res. 275: Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri

and Mr. BONIOR.
H. Con. Res. 307: Mr. TALENT and Mr.

FRELINGHUYSEN.
H. Con. Res. 308: Mr. MCKEON.
H. Res. 458: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mrs.

CAPPS, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO
´
, Mrs. MORELLA,

Mr. HORN, Mr. HINCHEY, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, Mr. LEVIN, and Mr. PHELPS.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 4461
OFFERED BY: MRS. CLAYTON

AMENDMENT NO. 31: Page 48, after line 25,
insert the following:
NATIONAL RURAL DEVELOPMENT PARTNERSHIP

For the National Rural Development Part-
nership established in the Department of Ag-
riculture, $5,000,000, to remain available
until expended.

H.R. 4635
OFFERED BY: MR. BERRY

AMENDMENT NO. 44: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement any
rule, regulation, or administrative directive
on effluent limitations relating to aqua-
culture, including but not limited to rules,
regulations or administrative directives
which require disclosure of financial infor-
mation to the Environmental Protection
Agency or any other Federal department or
agency.

H.R. 4635
OFFERED BY: MR. BERRY

AMENDMENT NO. 45: At the end of the bill,
insert after the last section (preceding the
short title) the following:

SEC. ll. None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to implement any
rule, regulation, or administrative directive
on effluent limitations relating to aqua-
culture that requires disclosure of financial
information to the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency or any other Federal depart-
ment or agency.

H.R. 4635
OFFERED BY: MS. BROWN OF FLORIDA

AMENDMENT NO. 46: Page 30, line 20, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $395,000,000)’’.

Page 30, line 21, after the dollar amount,
insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$395,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4635
OFFERED BY: MR. EDWARDS

AMENDMENT NO. 47: At the end of the bill
(before the short title), insert the following
new section:

SEC. ll. (a) The amount provided in title
I for ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—Medical Care’’ is hereby increased by
$500,000,000, and the amount provided in title
I for ‘‘VETERANS HEALTH ADMINISTRA-
TION—Medical and Prosthetic Research’’ is
hereby increased by $65,000,000.

(b) Any reduction for a taxable year begin-
ning before January 1, 2003, in the rate of tax
on estates under the Internal Revenue Code
of 1986 that is enacted during 2000 shall not
apply to a taxable estate in excess of
$20,000,000.

H.R. 4635
OFFERED BY: MR. ROEMER

AMENDMENT NO. 48: Page 73, line 3, after
the dollar amount insert the following: ‘‘(re-

duced by $2,100,000,000) (increased by
$300,000,000)’’.

Page 73, line 18, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$290,000,000) (increased by $20,000,000) (in-
creased by $6,000,000) (increased by
$49,000,000)’’.

Page 77, line 1, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$405,000,000)’’.

Page 77, line 22, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$62,000,000)’’.

Page 78, line 5, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$34,700,000)’’.

Page 78, line 21, after the dollar amount in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,900,000)’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. ALLEN

AMENDMENT NO. 2: Page 2, line 9, after ‘‘ex-
pended’’ insert ‘‘, and of which $5,000,000 shall
be expended by the Criminal Division, Child
Exploitation and Obscenity Section, for the
hiring and training of staff, travel, and other
necessary expenses, to prosecute obscenity
cases, including those arising under chapter
71 of title 18, United States Code’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. CAPUANO

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 107, after line 12,
insert the following new section:

SEC. 624. (a) Within 60 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, the Common Car-
rier Bureau of the Federal Communications
Commission shall conduct a study on the
area code crisis in the United States. Such
study shall examine the causes and potential
solutions to the growing number of area
codes in the United States, including the fol-
lowing:

(1) Shortening the lengthy timeline for im-
plementation of the Federal Communica-
tions Commission’s recent order mandating
1,000 number block pooling.

(2) Repealing the wireless carrier exemp-
tion from the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s 1,000 number block pooling order.

(3) The issue of rate center consolidation
and possible steps the Commission can take
to encourage or require States or tele-
communications companies, or both, to un-
dertake plans to deal with this issue.

(4) The feasibility of technology-specific
area codes reserved for wireless or paging
services or data phone lines.

(5) Strengthening the sanctions against
telecommunications companies that do not
address number use issues.

(6) The possibility of single number block
pooling as a potential solution to the area
code crisis.

(7) The costs and technological issues sur-
rounding adding an additional digit to exist-
ing phone numbers and potential ways to
minimize the impact on consumers.

(b) Within 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Federal Communica-
tions Commission shall submit to the Con-
gress a report on the results of the study re-
quired by subsection (a).

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. LARGENT

AMENDMENT NO. 4: Page 2, line 9, after ‘‘ex-
pended’’ insert ‘‘, and of which $5,000,000 shall
be expended by the Criminal Division, Child
Exploitation and Obscenity Section, for the
hiring and training of staff, travel, and other
necessary expenses, to prosecute obscenity
cases, including those arising under chapter
71 of title 18, United States Code’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MRS. LOWEY

AMENDMENT NO. 5: Page 32, line 14, after
the dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(in-
creased by $150,000,000)’’.
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Page 33, line 2, before the comma, insert

the following: ‘‘$150,000,000 shall be for the
State and Local Gun Prosecutors program,
for discretionary grants to State, local, and
tribal jurisdictions and prosecutors’ offices
to hire up to 1,000 prosecutors to work on
gun-related cases.’’

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MRS. MALONEY OF NEW YORK

AMENDMENT NO. 6: Page 40, line 7, after the
dollar amount, insert the following: ‘‘(re-
duced by $5,000,000)’’.

Page 45, line 8, after the dollar amount, in-
sert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$5,000,000)’’.

Page 45, line 19, after ‘‘activities;’’, insert
the following: ‘‘of which $5,000,000 is for ac-
tivities related to the planning of a census of
Americans abroad, to be taken by December
31, 2003;’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. MCGOVERN

AMENDMENT NO. 7: In title I, in the item re-
lating to ‘‘GENERAL ADMINISTRATION—TELE-
COMMUNICATIONS CARRIER COMPLIANCE FUND’’,
after the dollar amount insert ‘‘(reduced by
$4,479,000)’’.

In title V, in the item relating to ‘‘SMALL
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION—SALARIES AND EX-
PENSES’’, after the second dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increased by $4,479,000)’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. OXLEY

AMENDMENT NO. 8: Page 89, line 22, insert
before the period the following: ‘‘: Provided
further, That none of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be used to implement or
enforce the Federal Communications Com-
mission’s report and order entitled ‘In the
Matter of Creation of Low Power Radio Serv-
ice’ (MM Docket No. 99–25, FCC 00–19), adopt-
ed January 20, 2000, or to issue any license or
permit pursuant to such report and order.’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. RUSH.

AMENDMENT NO. 9: In title I, in the item re-
lating to ‘‘FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA-
TION—SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, after the ag-
gregate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $8,500,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘OFFICE
OF JUSTICE PROGRAMS—WEED AND SEED PRO-
GRAM FUND’’, after the aggregate dollar
amount, insert the following: ‘‘(increased by
$8,500,000)’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. RUSH

AMENDMENT NO. 10: In title I, in the item
relating to ‘‘FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA-

TION—SALARIES AND EXPENSES’’, after the ag-
gregate dollar amount, insert the following:
‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)’’.

In title I, in the item relating to ‘‘COMMU-
NITY ORIENTED POLICING SERVICES’’, after the
1st and 6th dollar amounts, insert the fol-
lowing: ‘‘(increased by $5,000,000)’’.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. RUSH

AMENDMENT NO. 11: At the end of the bill
(preceding the short title), insert the fol-
lowing:

TITLE VIII—ADDITIONAL
APPROPRIATIONS

Small Business Administration
PROGRAM FOR INVESTMENT IN

MICROENTREPRENEURS

(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

For necessary expenses to carry out the
PRIME Act (as added by section 725 of the
Gramm-Leach Bliley Act (Pub. L. 106–102)),
to be derived by transfer from the aggregate
amount provided in this Act under the head-
ing ‘‘National Oceanic And Atmospheric Ad-
ministration—Operations, Research, and Fa-
cilities’’ (and the amount specified under
such heading for the National Weather Serv-
ice), $15,000,000.

H.R. 4690
OFFERED BY: MR. WEINER

AMENDMENT NO. 12: Beginning on page 32,
strike line 11 and all that follows through
page 33, line 14, and insert the following:
For activities authorized by the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994, Public Law 103–322 (‘‘the 1994 Act’’),
$1,335,000,000, to remain available until ex-
pended: Provided, That the Attorney General
may transfer any of these funds, and bal-
ances for programs funded under this head-
ing in fiscal year 2000, to the ‘‘State and
Local Law Enforcement Assistance’’ ac-
count, to be available for the purposes stated
under this heading: Provided further, That ad-
ministrative expenses associated with such
transferred amounts may be transferred to
the ‘‘Justice Assistance’’ account. Of the
amounts provided:

(1) for Public Safety and Community Polic-
ing Grants pursuant to title I of the 1994 Act,
$650,000,000 as follows: not to exceed
$36,000,000 for program management and ad-
ministration; $20,000,000 for programs to
combat violence in schools; $25,000,000 for the
matching grant program for Law Enforce-
ment Armor Vests pursuant to section 2501
of part Y of the Omnibus Crime Control and
Safe Streets Act of 1968, as amended;
$17,000,000 for program support for the Court

Services and Offender Supervision Agency
for the District of Columbia; $45,000,000 to
improve tribal law enforcement including
equipment and training; $20,000,000 for Na-
tional Police Officer Scholarships; and
$30,000,000 for Police Corps education, train-
ing, and service under sections 200101–200113
of the 1994 Act;

(2) for crime-fighting technology,
$350,000,000 as follows: $70,000,000 for grants
to upgrade criminal records, as authorized
under the Crime Identification Technology
Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C. 14601; $15,000,000 for
State and local forensic labs to reduce their
convicted offender DNA sample backlog;
$35,000,000 for State, Tribal and local DNA
laboratories as authorized by section
1001(a)(22) of the 1968 Act, as well as improve-
ments to State, Tribal and local forensic lab-
oratory general forensic science capabilities;
$10,000,000 for the National Institute of Jus-
tice Law Enforcement and Corrections Tech-
nology Centers; $5,000,000 for DNA tech-
nology research and development; $10,000,000
for research, technical assistance, evalua-
tion, grants, and other expenses to utilize
and improve crime-solving, data sharing, and
crime-forecasting technologies; $6,000,000 to
establish regional forensic computer labs;
and $199,000,000 for discretionary grants, in-
cluding planning grants, to States under sec-
tion 102 of the Crime Identification Tech-
nology Act of 1998 (42 U.S.C. 14601), of which
up to $99,000,000 is for grants to law enforce-
ment agencies, and of which not more than
23 percent may be used for salaries, adminis-
trative expenses, technical assistance, train-
ing, and evaluation;

(3) for a Community Prosecution Program,
$200,000,000, of which $150,000,000 shall be for
grants to States and units of local govern-
ment to address gun violence ‘‘hot spots’’;

(4) for grants, training, technical assist-
ance, and other expenses to support commu-
nity crime prevention efforts, $135,000,000 as
follows: $35,000,000 for a youth and school
safety program; $5,000,000 for citizens acad-
emies and One America race dialogues;
$35,000,000 for an offender re-entry program;
$25,000,000 for a Building Blocks Program, in-
cluding $10,000,000 for the Strategic Ap-
proaches to Community Safety Initiative;
$20,000,000 for police integrity and hate
crimes training; $5,000,000 for police recruit-
ment; and $10,000,000 for police gun destruc-
tion grants (Department of Justice Appro-
priations Act, 2000, as enacted by section
1000(a)(1) of the Consolidated Appropriations
Act, 2000 (Public Law 106–113)).
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